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PREFACE. 


The  Editor  takes  this  opportunity  of  acknowledging 
with  gratitude  the  kindness  and  courtesy  of  all  the 
learned  Judges  with  whom  he  has  had  occasion  to 
communicate  respecting  any  of  the  cases  contained  in 
this  Volume.  He  feels  peculiarly  indebted  to  Lord 
Denman,  Mr.  Baron  Parke  and  Mr.  Baron  Alderson 
for  the  great  assistance  which  he  has  constantly 
received  from  them,  and  the  kind  manner  in  which 
that  assistance  has  been  given. 

The  cases,  subsequently  to  p.  326,  were  decided 
by  the  Court,  created  by  stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c.  78, 
for  the  hearing  of  Crown  Cases  Reserved :  and  these 
latter  decisions,  though  emanating  from  a  tribunal, 
which  is  composed  of  a  smaller  number  of  Judges 
than  was  usually  the  case  before  the  passing  of  that 
statute,  and  from  which  there  is  no  appeal,  have  a 
peculiar  value  owing  to  the  provision  contained  in 
sec.  3,  that  "  the  judgment  or  judgments  of  the  said 
Justices  and  Barons  shall  be  delivered  in  open  Court, 
after  hearing  counsel  or  the  parties,  in  case  the  pro- 
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secutor,  or  the  person  convicted,  shall  think  it  fit  that 
the  case  shall  be  argued,  in  like  manner  as  the  judg- 
ments of  the  superior  Courts  of  Common  Law  at 
Westminster  or  Dublin^  as  the  case  may  be,  are  now 
delivered/' 

The  cases  reserved  have  been  printed  in  the  precise 
words  in  which  they  were  stated  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Judges.  The  importance  of  this  is  obvious ; 
but  may  be  rendered  more  evident  by  the  following 
instance  of  an  important  mistake,  which  was  pointed 
out  to  the  Editor  by  Lord  Denman  in  a  note  to  the 
case  of  i?.  V.  Ball^  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  133,  n.  (i);  where 
it  seems  probable  that  the  learned  Editors  were 
misled  by  an  incomplete  or  inaccurate  copy  of  the 
case  reserved. 

The  marginal  note  to  the  case  of  ii.  v.  Ball^ 
R.  &  R.  132,  is  as  follows : — 

'*  Although  it  appears,  upon  a  case  reserved,  that  evidence  has 
been  admitted  at  the  trial,  which  ought  not  to  have  been  received. 
Yet,  if  the  Judges  are  of  opinion  that  there  is  ample  evidence  to 
support  the  indictment,  afler  rejecting  such  improper  evidence,  they 
will  not  set  aside  the  conviction." 

The  report  of  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  is  as 
follows  :— (p.  133). 

"  Whether  the  Judges,  on  a  case  reserved,  would  hold  a  convic- 
tion wrong,  on  the  ground  that  some  evidence  had  been  improperly 
received,  when  other  evidence  had  been  properly  admitted  that  was 
sufficient  of  itself  to  support  the  conviction,  the  Judges  seemed  to 
think  must  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  case,  and  the  weight  of  the 
evidence.  If  the  case  were  clearly  made  out  by  proper  evidence  in 
such  a  way  as  to  leave  no  doubt  of  the  guilt  of  the  prisoner  in  the 
mind  of  any  'reasonable  man,  they  thought,  that  as  there  could 
not  be  a  new  trial  in  felony,  such  a  conviction  ought  not  to  be  set 
aside  (6),  because  some  other  evidence  had  been  given  which  ought 
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not  to  have  been  received ;  but  if  the  case,  without  such  improper 
evidence,  were  not  so  clearly  made  out,  and  the  improper  evidence 
might  be  supposed  to  have  had  an  eflfect  on  the  minds  of  the  jury, 
it  would  be  otherwise.  The  conviction  in  this  case  was  held 
right." 

Note  (6)  is  as  follows : — 

"In  Margaret  Tinkler's  case,  MSS.  C.  C.  R.  1781,  all  the 
Judges  thought  the  evidence  of  a  witness  of  the  name  of  Parsons  (</) 
ought  not  in  strictness  to  have  been  received ;  but  as  the  evidence 
was  ample  without  it,  the  Judges  did  not  think  themselves  bound 
to  stop  the  course  of  justice.  See  the  facts  of  this  case,  1  Ecut, 
P.  C,  354.     See  Rex  v.  Treble,  East.  T.  1810, /w>«^*' 

The  Editor  avails  himself  of  Lord  Denman's  per- 
mission to  print  the  following  MS.  notes,  (c.  rf.),  made 
by  his  Lordship  in  his  copy  oi  Russell  ^'  Ryan : — 

(c)  "  Qucere  this  doctrine.  See  R.  v.  Sutton^ 
5  B.  &  Aid.  52,  and  Edwards  v.  Evans^  3  East,  456. 
Le  Blanc^s  judgment  in  particular." 

(rf)  "  This  is  not  quite  correct.  The  case,  as 
reported  in  the  Black  Book,  states  numerous  declara- 
tions of  the  deceased^  and  then  a  statement  of  the 
prisoner  proved  by  Parsons.  The  following  paragraph 
expresses  doubt  whether  "these  declarations"  ought 
to  be  received  -against  the  prisoner,  especially  as  at 
the  time  of  making  some  of  them  she  was  not  aware 
of  her  danger ;  this  clearly  refers  to  the  declarations 
of  the  deceased,  not  to  Parson's  evidence.  As  to 
those  declarations,  it  was  said  in  answer  to  the  objec- 
tion, that  she  had  made  the  very  same  when  aware 
of  her  danger." 

The  material  parts  of  the  case,  as  reported  in  the 
Black  Book,  are  as  follows: — (L  p.  114). 

**  It  ^as  proved  by  the  said  Ann  Parkinson,  Isabelle  White, 
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Mary  Frevoit^  and  HannaJi  Trowardy  sister  of  the  deceased,  that 
from  the  first  time  of  her  taking  to  her  hed,  which  was  on  Thursday 
the  12th,  she  thought  she  must  die,  making  use  of  different  expres- 
sions, that  she  was  going,  that  she  was  working  out  her  last,  and 
exclaiming  *  Oh !  that  Peggy  Tinkler  has  killed  me.'  She  lingered 
till  the  23rd,  when  she  died.  She  was  never  up  hut  once  during 
that  time,  when  on  telling  Jane  Clark  she  thought  hereelf  hetter, 
she  advised  her  to  get  up,  which  she  did,  and  walked  as  far  as  the 
passage  going  out  of  the  room,  hut  she  was  forced  to  return  and  go 
to  hed  again. 

"  It  was  proved  hy  several  witnesses,  that  from  the  moment  of 
her  taking  to  her  hed  till  the  time  of  her  death,  she  declared  Tinkler 

had  killed  her  and  her  dear  child  by,  &c. ."  "  That  a  short  time 

before  her  death  she  was  asked  whether  the  account  she  had  from 
time  to  time  given  of  the  occasion  of  her  death,  and  the  prisoner's 
treatment  of  her,  was  true,  and  she  declared  it  was." 

•*  It  was  proved  by  James  Parsons^  a  soldier,  quartered  at  the 
prisoner's  house,  that  the  prisoner  told  him,  if  he  had  an  accident, 
or  should  happen  to  get  a  girl  with  child,  if  he  came  to  her,  she 
would  put  it  away,  or  secure  it,  for  that  she  had  got  more  money 
by  dead  children  than  live  ones. 

"  It  was  objected  that  this  evidence  of  the  woman's  declaration 
ought  not  to  be  admitted  as  against  the  prisoner,  as  she  herself  was 
particeps  criminis,  and  likewise,  as  it  appeared  at  the  time  of  one 
of  her  declarations,  that  she  was  better,  or  thought  herself  so. 

**  But  1  (Nares  J.)  was  of  opinion  that  however  this  objection 
might  hold  with  respect  to  the  second  count  in  the  indictment,  in 
which  she  was  charged  as  an  accessary  with  the  deceased,  yet  the 
deceased  was  not  willingly  or  knowingly  an  accessary  to  her  own 
death,  and,  therefore,  it  was  like  the  common  case  of  any  other 
murder.  And  I  was  the  more  inclined  to  admit  this  evidence,  con- 
sidering the  secrecy  of  the  transaction,  and  if  this  was  not  admitted, 
crimes  of  this  nature  would  always  go  unpunished.  And  as  to  the 
objection  that  she  once  thought  herself  better  and  tried  to  get  up, — 
yet  the  same  declaration  she  then  made  had  been  made  repeatedly 
before  to  people,  who  in  confidence  she  told  she  never  should  survive, 
when  she  first  took  to  her  bed,  and  afterwards  repeated  the  same 
within  two  or  three  days,  and  indeed  the  day  before  she  died,  and 
within  a  few  hours  of  her  death,  for  she  was  sensible  to  the  last 
moment.  And  as  to  the  case  itself,  I  was  of  opinion  it  was 
murder,  on  the  authority  of  Lord  Hale,  fo.  429,  where  he  says, 
that  if  a  potion  given  to  cause  an  abortion  work  so  strongly  upon 
the  mother  that  it  kills  her,  it  is  murder ;  and  in  the  present  case 
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the  means  made  use  of  to  cause  the  abortion  were  such  as  must 
necessarily  endanger  the  life  of  the  mother. 

**  She  was  found  guilty  on  the  1st  Count. 

"  The  Judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  is 
right    1  st  day  of  Michaelmas  Term,  1781." 

It  thus  appears  that  the  case  of  i?.  v.  M.  Tinkler 
does  not  support  the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  as  reported 
in  B.  V.  Ball,  R.  &  R.  132.  With  regard  to  that 
opinion,  see  (in  addition  to  the  above  qucere  of  Lord 
Denman)  2  Greaves^  Bussell,  726,  and  Taylor  on 
Evidence,  1166,  and  cases  there  cited. 
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COURT  FOR  CROWN  CASES  RESERVED. 

EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER,  WESTMINSTER. 

Trinity  Terniy  Uth  Victoria. 

Wh£Reas  by  an  act  made  and  passed  in  the 
11th  &  12th  years  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty, 
entitled  ^^  An  Act  for  the  further  Amendment  of  the 
Administration  of  the  Criminal  Law^^  it  is  amongst 
other  things  enacted,  That  when  any  person  shall 
have  been  convicted  of  any  Treason,  Felony,  or  Mis- 
demeanour, before  any  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer, 
or  Gaol  Delivery,  or  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  the 
Judge,  or  Commissioner,  or  Justices  of  the  Peace, 
before  whom  the  case  shall  have  been  tried,  may, 
in  his  or  their  discretion,  reserve  any  question  of 
Law,  which  shall  have  arisen  on  the  trial,  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Justices  of  either  Bench  and 
Barons  of  the  Exchequer: 

That  the  Judge,  or  Commissioner,  or  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions,  shall  thereupon  state,  in  a  case 
signed  in  the  manner  now  usual,  the  question   or 
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questions  of  Law  which  shall  have  been  so  reserved, 
with  the  special  circumstances  upon  which  the  same 
shall  have  arisen,  and  such  case  shall  be  transmitted 
to  the  said  Justices  and  Barons : 

And  whereas  it  is  expedient  that  regulations  be 
made  for  the  convenience  of  the  Court  established 
under  the  said  recited  Act : 

It  is  Ordered,  that  when  any  case  shall  be  trans- 
mitted by  a  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer,  or  Gaol 
Delivery,  or  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  for  the  con- 
sideration of  this  Court,  the  original  case  signed  by 
the  Judge  or  Commissioner,  or  Chairman  of  Sessions, 
reserving  the  question  of  law,  and  seventeen  copies 
of  such  case,  one  for  each  Judge,  and  one  for  each 
party,  shall  be  delivered  to  the  Clerk  of  this  Court, 
at  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  Westminster^  at  least 
four  days  before  the  day  appointed  for  the  sitting  of 
the  said  Court. 

That  every  case  transmitted  for  the  consideration 
of  this  Court  briefly  state  the  question  or  questions 
of  Law  reserved,  and  such  fkcts  only  as  raise  the 
question  or  questions  submitted;  if  the  question  turn 
upon  the  Indictment,  or  upon  any  Count  thereof, 
then,  the  case  must  set  forth  the  Indictment,  or  the 
particular  Count. 

That  no  case  be  heard  upon  any  Demurrer  to  the 
Pleadings. 

That  every  case  state  whether  Judgment  on  the 
conviction  was  passed,  or  postponed,  or  the  execution 
of  the  Judgment  respited,  and  whether  the  person 
convicted  be  in  prison,  or  has  been  discharged  on 
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recognizance  of  bail  to  appear  and  receive  Judgment, 
or  to  render  himself  in  execution. 

That  when  any  case  is  intended  to  be  argued  by 
Counsel,  or  by  the  parties,  notice  thereof  be  given  to 
the  Clerk  of  this  Court,  at  least  two  days  previously 
to  the  sitting  of  the  said  Court. 

That  with  every  case  delivered  to  the  Judges  of  this 
Court  (except  such  cases  as  shall  be  reserved  by  such 
Judges)  the  Fee  payable  to  the  Clerks  of  the  said  Judges 
shall  not  exceed  the  fee  payable  on  '*  Demurrer  and 
other  paper  books,"  as  contained  in  the  Table  of  Fees 
allowed  and  sanctioned  by  the  Judges,  pursuant  to  the 
Statute  1st  Vict.  cap.  30. 

Signed, 

Campbell.  R.  M.  Rolfe. 

Tho.  Wilde.  Wm.  Wightman. 

Fred.  Pollock.     C.  Cresswell. 
J.  Parke.  W.  Erle. 

E.  H.  Alderson.   T.  J.  Platt. 
J.  Patteson.  E.  V.  Williams. 

J.  T.  Coleridge.  T.  N.  Talfourd. 

Read  in  open  Court,  the  1st  day  of  June,  1850. 

RICHARD  MORRIS. 
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ADDENDA. 

Mr.  Baron  Parke  has  kindly  furnished  the  Editor  \?ith  the 
following  note  of  the  reasons  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  in 
the  case  of  R.  v.  CampHn,  p.  90. 

**  Of  the  Judges  who  were  in  &your  of  the  conviction,  viz.^ 
Lord  Deniian  C.  J.,  Tikdal  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B.,  Parke  B.^ 
Alderson  B.y  Patteson  J.,  Williams  J.,  Coleridge^  J.^ 
WiGHTMAN  J.,  Platt  B.,  scveral  thought  that  the  crime  of 
rape  is  committed  by  violating  a  woman  when  she  is  in  a  state 
of  insensibility  and  has  no  power  over  her  will,  whether  such 
state  is  caused  by  the  man  or  not,  the  accused  knowing  at 
that  time  that  she  is  in  that  state ;  and  Tindal  C.  J.,  and 
Parke  B.,  remarked,  that  in  a  stat  of  Westminster  2,  c.  34, 
the  offence  of  rape  is  described  to  be  ravishing  a  woman 
'  where  she  did  not  consent,'  and  not  ravishing  agaimt  her  will 
But  all  the  ten  Judges  agreed,  that  in  this  case,  where  the 
prosecutrix  was  made  insensible  by  the  act  of  the  prisoner, 
and  that  an  unlawful  act,  and  when  also  the  prisoner  must 
have  known  that  the  act  was  against  her  consent  at  the  last 
moment  that  she  was  capable  of  exercising  her  will,  because 
he  had  attempted  to  procure  her  consent  and  failed,  the 
offence  of  rape  was  committed." 

The  other  three  Judges,  viz.,  Rolfe  B.,  Cresswell  J., 
CoLTMAN  J.,  did  not  think  that  this  could  be  considered  as 
being  sufficiently  proved. 


The  Editor  is  indebted  to  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Coltman 
for  the  following  note  of  the  reasons  fogr  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  in  the  case  of  R.  v.  Tiveyy  p.  63. 
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^^  Conviction  dearly  right,  the  intention  of  the  stat.  1  Vict. 
c.  90,  8.  2,  being  merely  to  alter  the  punishment,  not  the 
nature  or  proof  of  the  oflFence." 

The  marginal  note  to  that  case  should  therefore  run  thus : 
^^  Prisoner  was  convicted  under  stat  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  16, 
of  *  unlawfully,  maliciously  and  feloniously  wounding  a  mare.' 
No  evidence  was  given  as  to  the  motive  of  the  prisoner.  There 
was  no  proof  of  malice  against  any  one,  and  it  did  not  appear 
that  he  knew  to  whom  the  mare  belonged,  or  had  any  know- 
ledge of  the  prosecutor.  Held,  conviction  right,  on  the  ground 
that  notwithstanding  stat.  1  Vtct.  c  90,  ss.  1,  2,  3,  proof  of 
malice  against  the  owner  need  not  be  proved." 


For  a  note  to  WhUtaher's  case,  p.  311—319,  see  p.  384. 


ERRATA. 


Page  17,  line  19,  read  "  feloniee**  for  **  feloniie.*' 

25,  line    4,  read  "  uncertMimy"  for  **  uncertainty.'* 

21,  line    3,  put  comnuu  (**)  after  "  as  it  m'*  (line  3)  itaiead  of  after  "  purU" 

(line  30). 
29,  line  33,  read  "destruction" /or  *< distinction." 
47,  line  11,  rwwf  «U  Geo.  4  &  I  Wm,  4" for  «  1  Geo,  4." 
50,  last  line,  read  **  indorsed" /or  *<  released." 
52,  marginal  note,  line  36,  iueert  "*  2." 
61,  line  32,  read  *«  15  &  16  Geo,  2"  for  "  15  &  16  Geo,  4." 
192,  line  7,  read  "  would" /or  *•  should.' 
210,  lino  35,  read  "  carum" /or  **  certam.' 
217,  To  "  B,  T.  Brooke  and  Gibeon"  add  the  following  marginal  note : — 

**  Offence  of  night  poaching,  committed  by  A,  and  B,  on  the  4th  December, 
1845.  Information  and  warrant  for  their 'apprehension,  19th  December, 
1845.  A.  committed  for  trial,  5th  September,  1846.  B.,  on  the 
21st  October,  1846.  Indictment  preferred,  5th  April,  1847.  Held, 
under  stat  9  Geo,  4,  c.  69,  s.  4,  that  the  prosecution  was  commenced 
within  twelve  calendar  months  after  the  commission  of  the  offence." 
252,  line  24,  read  **  inadmissible" /ir  *'  admissible." 

254*  line  ^Q,  \   »'««'"  1  M.  &  M.  48" /or  "  1  N.  &  M.  48." 

255,  line  19,  read  "  advertently" /or  "  inadvertently." 

276,  add  **  the  names  of  Lora  Denman  and  Wilde  C.  J."  to  the  list  of 

**  Judges  present" 
295,  note  (a),  read  ••  6  &  7  Firt."/or  "  6  Vict,** 
304,  line  2,  read  **  s.  53" /or  •*  s.  5." 

316,  line  21,  read  "  narrow" /or  ••  manor." 

317,  Une  17,  read  "  Geo,  4"  for  «*  Geo,  3." 

320,  Une  28,  read  "  Queen  y.  Farleg'*for  "  Queen  v.  Harley,*' 

341,  line  2,  read  "  s.  4" /or  "  s.  5." 

380,  line  6,  read  «  s.  2" /or  "  s.  12." 

388,  line  35,  read  "  a  partial  and  temporary" /or  **  a  particular  temporary." 

393,  line  1 1 ,  read  •*  sanction"  for  **  sanative.  *' 

394,  line  34,  read  •*  included" /or  «  mentioned  " 

403*  line  ?3'  ?»««'*•«***•  ^  >  <?«»•  ^  »nd  *  ^«-  *"/<»•  "  «tat.  1  Hm,  4." 
416,  marginal  note,  line  34,  insert  **  whether." 

460,  read  "  p.  460,"  for  "  p.  466 ;"  and  "  Cooper's  case" /or  »*  Cooke's  case." 
530,  line  13,  read  "  27  Geo,  %  c.  20" /or  "  27  Geo,  2,  c  29." 
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{SUMMER  ASSIZES,  1844.) 


REGINA  V.  WILLIAM  HOWELL,  WALTER        i844. 
HOWELL,  AND  ISRAEL  SHIPLEY.  


The  prisoner  was  convicted  before  Mr.  Justice  Wil-  statemcnte 
liamsy  at  the  Su£folk  Summer  assizes,  a.d.  1844,  of  ^y^^«^«- 
raurder,  by  shooting  James  M^Fadderij  a  police  con-  admissible 
stable,  and  the  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  dedarations, 
was,  whether  certain  statements  of  the  deceased,  made 
under  certain  circumstances  hereafter  detailed,  were 
admissible  in  evidence  as  *'  dying  declarations."    The 
material  dates  were  these : — The  deceased  received  his 
wound   between  twelve  and  one  on  the  morning  of 
Monday,  the  29th  of  July,  and  died  about  half  past  nine 
on  the  night  of  Tuesday  the  30th  :  the  statements  in 
question  were  made  between  six  and  seven  on  the 
latter  night — ^Tuesday. 
The  deceased,  upon  the  night  of  Sunday,  till  the 
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1844.  occurrence  happened,  was  watching  the  barn  of  one 
Mich.  T.  Mary  Buttar.  Five  men,  including  the  three  pri- 
Howbll'8  so^^^'s,  came  and  broke  into  the  barn,  and  were  re- 
Case,  treating  with  their  booty,  when  the  deceased  fell  in 
with  them,  and  was  shot  by  a  gun,  which,  by  the 
medical  testimony,  must  have  been  near  to  him,  and 
was  loaded  with  shot  above  the  ordinary  size,  which 
nearly  penetrated  his  thigh,  the  wound  being  about 
the  middle  of  the  thigh,  in  front,  and  two  shots  (pro- 
duced) having  been  extracted  from  the  back  part. 
The  deceased  fell  instantly,  and  was  never  able  to 
stand.  He  contrived,  however,  with  great  difficulty 
to  crawl  from  the  spot  to  the  house  of  the  said  Mary 
Buttar  (''three  or  four  minutes'  walk")  and  to  give 
an  alarm.  Upon  Mary  Buttar  appearing  at  the  win- 
dow the  deceased  said,  *'/  avi  shot;  I  am  dying T^ 
Upon  being  helped  into  the  house  and  laid  upon  a 
bed,  he  repeated  several  times  that  he  *^  was  dying^'* 
according  to  the  testimony  of  the  same  witness,  and 
wished  a  doctor  to  be  sent  for.  ''He  was  in  very 
great  pain,  and  complained  much."  Between  one  and 
two  (Monday  morning)  Samuel  Smith  came,  he  being 
the  6rst  medical  man  who  saw  the  deceased  ;  his  testi- 
mony was,  "  that  deceased  then  was  in  a  weak,  faint 
state ;  he  was  suffering  very  acutely ;  he  spoke  very 
little;  he  never  rallied  from  that  weak  state."  The 
deceased  was  removed  to  his  lodgings,  about  a  mile 
distant,  and  between  four  and  five  (Monday  morning) 
his  wound  was  dressed.  About  that  time  (the  witness 
was  not  sure  whether  before  or  after)  the  deceased  said, 
' '  Oh  deary  Doctor ^  I  will  never  get  over  this  r  To 
which  it  did  not  appear  that  the  doctor  made  any  ob- 
servation. This  witness  last  saw  the  deceased  between 
four  and  five  on  Monday  afternoon,  and  his  evi- 
dence, as  to  that  time,  was, — "  he  was  no  better.  I 
said  very  little  to  the  deceased  ;  he  did  not  seem  less 
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desponding.  The  surgeon  (John  Prentice)  who  saw  1S44. 
the  deceased  from  time  to  time  till  within  an  hour  of  Mich  t. 
his  death,  from  between  two  and  three  on  Monday  Howell's 
morning  said,  that  upon  his  first  coming  to  him,  he  ^^^• 
accosted  him, — **  Mac,  how  are  you  ?"  Deceased  re- 
plied—" O  Doctor,  ril  never  get  over  thisT  The 
doctor  endeavoured  to  cheer  him,  and  said,  '^  Mac,  I 
hope  we  shall  see  you  out  again."  The  deceased  said 
nothing,  but  shook  his  head ;  and  the  witness  added, 
that  he  did  not  seem  at  all  cheered  by  the  hope  ex- 
pressed. This  witness  having  described  the  wound 
substantially  as  above  stated,  added,  '*  that  he  ap- 
peared to  have  received  a  severe  shock  to  the  nervous 
system,  and  that  he  never  rallied  from  it."  This  wit- 
ness further  stated,  that  upon  this  his  first  visit  he  staid 
with  the  deceased  two  or  three  hours,  and  that  during 
the  course  of  it  (he  could  not  say  precisely  when)  the 
deceased  again  said,  "  O  Doctor^  I'll  never  get  over 
this  r  and  added,  that  **  he  seemed  in  a  desponding 
state."-  It  appeared  that  this  witness  saw  the  deceased 
again  between  four  and  five  on  Monday  afternoon 
when  "  he  was  not  materially  worse,"  and  then  told 
him  ^*  that  he  hoped  he  would  get  better ;"  but  added, 
'*  that  the  remark  did  not  appear  to  raise  him  in  cheer- 
fulness." After  this,  though  the  witness  continued  to 
see  the  deceased  till  near  his  death  (as  above  men- 
tioned), he  had  no  recollection  of  anything  said  by  him 
to  deceased,  or  by  deceased  to  him.  About  eleven  on 
Tuesday  morning  he  observed  that  fatal  symptoms 
had  come  on,  and  had  no  hopes  whatever  of  recovery : 
at  that  time  part  of  his  description  of  the  deceased 
was,  "that  his  spirits  were  much  depressed."  Ob- 
serving that  both  the  medical  men  had  used  the  word 
''desponding'^  in  their  account  of  the  state  of  mind  of 
deceased,  the  learned  Judge  desired  this  witness  to  ex- 
plain what  he  meant  by  it.     His  answers  were  as  foU 
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184+.  lows: — ''When  I  said,  Mac,  I  hope  we  shall  see  you  out 
Mich.  T.  again,  he  shook  his  head  in  a  very  desponding  way. 
Howbll'8  ^  collected  from  it  that  he  thought  he  never  should 
^••«-  rally  again.  That  was  my  impression  at  the  time. 
From  his  speech  and  manner  deceased  convinced  me 
that  he  thmight  he  should  not  recover.  He  was  not  a 
person  of  low  spirits,  but  of  firm  mind.'*  This  further 
evidence  was  given  as  to  the  state  of  mind  of  the  de- 
ceased : — Mary  Julien,  with  whom  the  deceased  lodged, 
came  into  his  room  after  the  fatal  symptoms  had  ap- 
peared, viz,,  about  one  on  Tuesday  afternoon,  when  he 
said,  •*  Mother  (so  he  used  to  call  her),  I  shall  never 
he  well  more  ;"  to  which  she  replied,  "  My  dear,  you 
have  nothing  to  do  but  to  pray  to  God  to  save  your 
soul/'  She  added,  that  the  deceased  ''  said  nothing 
to  that,  but  seemed  as  if  he  was  going  to  expire — as  if 
he  had  not  power  to  speak."  About  two  o'clock  {same 
afternoon)  Harriet  Dean,  wife  of  an  inspector  of  police, 
intimate  with  deceased,  went  to  see  him. — "  He  shook 
bands  with  me,  and  I  said  *  Oh,  Mac,  I  am  sorry  to 
see  this !'  He  said, — '  Yes^  Mrs.y  this  will  finish 
meT  Whereupon,  an  in&nt  child  of  the  witness 
which  had  been  left  below  stairs  was  brought  to  the 
bed-side,  when  the  deceased  took  the  child  by  the 
hand  and  said,  *  My  dear  little  boy,  I  shall  never  see 
you  more/^'  James  Lark,  inspector  of  police,  said 
that  be  saw  deceased  between  ten  and  twelve  on  the 
Tuesday  and  found  him  in  a  very  weak  state,  but 
then  had  no  conversation  with  him.  He  then  added, 
that  he  saw  deceased  again  in  the  first  part  of  the 
afternoon  (not  more  nearly  fixed)  and  had  some  con- 
versation with  him.  The  witness  told  him  he  would 
be  provided  for,  not  only  in  the  present  case,  but  also 
if  he  should  be  lame  for  life.  He  said,  "It's  of  no  use, 
I  sha'n't  want  it."  What  was  said  about  providing 
for  him  did  not  appear  to  cheer  him.     This  witness 
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then  proceeded  as  follows  : — **  Towards  six  or  seven       1844. 
[Tuesday) — I  can't  speak  positively — I  helped  him      Mich.  T. 
out  of  bed  to  make  water;  I  gave  him  a  chamber-pot,    HowTll's 
and  he  endeavoured  to  pass  water ;  after  severe  pain 
and  struggle  he  did,  but  it  was  chiefly  blood.     I  sup- 
posed he  saw  it,  because  he  made  a  motion  with  his 
hand  to  put  the  chamber-pot  aside ;  he  rested  his  head 
on  my  shoulder  and  said,  '  Ifs  all  up  with  me!'     I 
then  lifted  him  into  bed  again."     This  witness  added, 
that  he  said  to  the  deceased  (in  what  part  of  the 
conversation  did  not  distinctly  appear,  but  the  learned 
Judge  believed  it  to  be  in  that  part  which  respected  a 
provision  for  him) — **  You  are  very  severely  wounded, 
and  I  believe   mortally  so; — he   said   nothing,   but 
slightly  grasped  my  hand."     The  witness  then  pro- 
ceeded thus : — **  I  waited  a  little  time  after  he  got  into 
bed  (after  making  the  bloody  water  as  above  stated)  to 
let  him  recover  himself,  he  having  been  hurried  by 
getting  up ;"  and  then  began  the  conversation  which 
the  learned  Judge  received  in  evidence,  and  upon 
which  the  question  arose.     The  witness  said  the  de- 
ceased was  very  serious  at  this  time,  and  appeared  to 
be  sinking  very  fast ;  his  manner  was  that  of  a  man  in 
adying  state.     The  conversation  lasted  till  near  seven 
o'clock.     Soon  after  this  was  over,  the  same  witness 

(Lark)  proposed  to  fetch  a  priest,  to  which  he  replied, 
** That's  not  of  much  use."  Witness  then  said,  "  Have 
you  any  objection  to  make  a  deposition  to  a  ma- 
gistrate ?"  Deceased  said  "  No,"  Witness  said,- 
*'Mr.  Clark  (a  magistrate)  is  in  the  other  room." 
Deceased  said,  "  Not  yet."  It  was  not  shown  that 
deceased  spoke  after.  "  He  then  seemed  very  much 
suffering." 

The  deceased  was  a  Roman  Catholic,  and  the  Rev. 
Henry  Bingham  (a  Catholic  priest),  gave  the  follow- 
ing evidence : — ^*  If  a  Roman  Catholic  wishes  to  make 
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1844.  his  peace  with  God,  he  usually  sends  for  a  priest  to 
Mich.  T.  receive  extreme  unction,  having  previously  made  con- 
Howell'8  fession  and  received  the  Holy  Communion,  if  there  be 
*•  time.  Except  he  be  dead  to  all  sense  of  religion,  a 
person,  thinking  himself  on  the  point  of  death,  would 
send  for  a  priest.  There  are,  of  course  different 
degrees  of  seriousness  and  devotion  in  our  Church,  as 
in  every  other,  but  people  who  may  generally  have 
neglected  the  ordinances,  invariably  send  for  a  priest. 
Extreme  unction  is  not  deemed  bv  our  Church  neces- 
sary  for  salvation,  but  if  a  priest  were  at  hand  and 
offered  his  services,  and  a  person  at  the  point  of 
death  refused  them,  I  should  say,  either  he  was  no 
Catholic,  or  not  in  the  way  of  salvation.  Attending 
Protestant  places  of  worship  is  considered  to  be  a  proof 
of  being  a  Christian  and  Catholic. 

It  was  proved,  that  the  nearest  place  where  a 
Catholic  priest  resides  is  fourteen  or  fifteen  miles 
from  where  the  deceased  was  lying,  and  that  he 
(deceased)  had  attended  the  parish  church  and  an  In- 
dependent meeting  at  Hadleigh  ^*  more  than  once," 
there  being  a  Roman  Catholic  chapel  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood. 

Notwithstanding  this  latter  evidence,  the  learned 
Judge  received  the  declarations  of  deceased  made  to 
Lark  at  the  time  and  under  the  circumstances  above 
detailed,  which  declarations  went  to  show  that  William 
Howell  fired  the  shot. 

The  Judges  were  referred  to  the  cases  collected  in 
Russell  on  Crimes  (Greaves'  edition)  p.  752,  and  vol.  2, 
and  especially  to  the  case  R.  v.  Mosley. 

[All  the  Judges  were  present  except  Tindal  C.  J. 
and  GuRNEY  B.] 
Prendergast  for  the  prisoner. 

Dying  declarations  are  exceptions  to  the  ordinary 
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rules  of  evidence.     Their  history  shows  them  to  be  a       1844. 
relic  of  the  loose  practice  of  former  times,  rather  than     Mich.  T. 
to  have  been  admitted  on  any  acknowledged  principle.    Howell's 
They  were  received  rather  to  secure  a  conviction  than       ^*®- 
to  arrive  at  the  truth.     At  all  events,  the  rule  of  ad- 
mission must  be  construed  strictly;  for  the  witness, 
in  such  cases,  is  sure  to  be  prejudiced  against  the 
prisoner.     The  principle  on  which  this  evidence  is 
admitted,  is  stated  in  Russell  on  Crimes^  vol.  2,  p.  752, 
Greaves* edition.     See  also,  Chief  B.  Eyres  observa- 
tions inWoodcock' s  case.  Leach,  C.  C.  563.   Neither  the 
approach  of  death,  nor  the  apprehension  of  its  approach 
are  enough  taken  alone.     There  must  be  an  entire 
abandonment  of  all   hope  of  recovery.      In    many 
cases  persons  may   be   wounded   and    die   of  their 
wounds,  and  yet  be  in  such  a  state  of  mind  as  to  be 
unable  to  make  dying  declarations.     The  cases  show 
that  there  must  be  positive  evidence  of  the  abandon- 
ment of  all  hope. 

The  nature  of  the  wound  here  would  not  lead  the 
witness  to  abandon  hope.  It  was  not  in  a  vital  part ; 
not  even  the  medical  man  could  say  that  it  was  either 
a  mortal  or  a  very  dangerous  wound.  The  witness 
would  thus  be,  probably,  induced  to  hope.  There  is 
DO  evidence  that  the  medical  man  told  him  his  case 
was  hopeless.  The  shake  of  his  head  might  mean 
anything.  The  medical  evidence  must  be  excluded 
altogether. 

In  R.  v.  Chrisiiej  (2  Russell,  p.  754.)  The  wound 
was  very  bad.  The  sui^eon  gave  very  slight  hope, — yet 
Abbott,  C.  J.,  rejected  the  evidence.  Here  the  surgeon 
gave  much  more  hope,  and  the  wound  was  slight. 

They  are  the  last  words  that  passed  between  the 
surgeon  and  the  deceased.  Therefore,  up  to  the  last, 
the  deceased  must  be  taken  to  have  felt  hope. 

The  policeman's  offer  would  lead  the  deceased  to 
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1844.      think  there  was  hope.     The  despondency  of  the  de^* 
Mich.  T.     ceased  is  a  vague  term ;  it  cannot  imply  apprehension 
Howell's   of  instant  death.     His  expressions  were  such  as  often 
^^^^       fall  from  sick  men,  even  though  they  are  in  no  appre- 
hension of  death.     "  I  will  never  get  over  this !"    In 
Van  ButchelVs  case,  (2  Russell,  755),  the  expression 
of  the  deceased  is  almost  identical  with  this, — yet  it 
was  rejected.     His  state  of  indifference  is  nothing  to 
the  purpose. — Sick  people  are  indifferent. 

Alderson  B. — He  said,  "  I  am  dying." 

Prendergast.  But  he  adds,  "  send  for  a  doctor," 
which  shows  that  he  thought  he  might  be  saved. 

Alderson  B. — He  might  want  the  doctor  to  re- 
lieve him  from  pairij  not  from  death.  When  the 
doctor  comes,  he  says,  "  I  am  dying." 

Prendergast.  He  says  nothing  about  the  disposal 
of  his  property  ;  takes  no  farewell  of  his  friends.  Two 
proposals  are  made  to  him  ;  to  send  for  a  priest  and 
for  a  magistrate.  The  deceased  must  be  assumed  to 
have  had  some  sense  of  religion,  otherwise  his  state- 
ment would  have  no  sanction,  and  considering  the 
extreme  importance  which  Roman  Catholics  attach  to 
absolution,  it  seems  clear,  from  the  answer  he  gave 
respecting  the  priest,  that  he  did  not  think  his  end 
approaching.  For  the  declining  the  .attendance  of  the 
priest  amounts  to  declining  confession,  absolution,  and 
extreme  unction.  In  Minion's  case,  (2  RtLssell,  760), 
the  fact  of  a  person  having  received  extreme  unction, 
was  considered  evidence  that  she  thought  herself 
in  a  dying  state;  this  case  is  the  converse  of  that ;  and, 
therefore,  affords  a  presumption  that  the  deceased  did 
not  think  himself  dying.  Further,  the  deceased  not 
only  declined,  but  also  put  off  having  his  deposition 
taken.  This  shows  that  he  contemplated  making 
another  declaration  ;  but  a  dying  declaration  must,  at 
all  events,  be  a  final  declaration. 
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Gurdan^  for  the  Crown,  wa8  stopped  by  the  Court.         1844. 

Lord  Denhan  C.  J. — We  all  think  the  case  beyond  Mich.T. 

all  doubt.     Danger  existed.     The   prisoner  clearly  Howbll's 
thought  he  was  dying,  and  had  no  hope  of  recovering.       ^■®' 
There  is  no  ground  for  holding  his  declaration  inad- 
missible. 


REGINA  V.  JOHN  O'BRIAN,  THOMAS  ROGAN, 
DANIEL    DONOVAN,    DANIEL    POWER, 

WILLIAM  QUINN,  (and  JOHN  M'CANN,  not  ^^^ 

in  custody).  Mich.  T. 

This  case  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Cresswelly  at  oHnSktment 
the  Summer  Assizes  for  the  county  of  York,  a.d.  1844.  charged 

J   0*B  that 

The  first  count  in  the  indictment  charged  all  the  httmmkqf 
parties,  as  principals  in  the  first  decree,  with   the  ^«yf«io- 

*  '  ,       ,     j^  ...  niously  and 

murder  of  Benjamin  Gott,  by  beating  him  with  fists  of  his  malice 
and  kicking  him,  which  was  not  sustained  by  the  gtrackde-  ' 
evidence.     The    indictment    contained    three    other  ceased  with  a 

sttcic  Ol 

counts  in  the  following  words : —  which  said 

Second  count.    And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  "eceaaed^^ 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  John  O^Brian^  **!  m^'** 
late  of  the  parish  of  Bradford  in  the  said  county  of  thatT.  R., 

D.  D.,  &c.y 
on  the  day 
At}  year  first  cforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  feloniously  and  of  their  malice  afore- 
tliought,  were  present  aiding  and  abetting  the  said  J.  O'B.  the  felony  last  aforesaid  to 
do  and  commit ;  and  the  jarors,  &c.,  say  that  the  said  J.  O'B.,  T.  R.,  D.  D.,  &c.,  him 
the  deceased  in  manner  and  form  last  aforesaid,  feloniously  and  of  their  malice  afore- 
thought, did  kill  and  murder. 

Third  count  charged  T.  R.  that  he  on  27th  May,  a  certain  stone  feloniously  and  of  his 
malice  aforethought,  cast  and  threw,  and  with  the  said  stone  so  cast  and  thrown  struck 
deceased,  of  which  said  mortal  blow  deceased  died  on  29th  May :  that  J.  O'B.,  D.  D., 
&c.  (same  as  above). 

Objection :  1.  That  the  indictment  was  inconsistent  in  charging  the  principals  in  the 
second  degree,  with  committing  the  felony  ^t  the  time  of  the  stroke,  whereas  it  was  no 
felony  tiU  the  time  of  the  death.  2.  That  ue  general  verdict  of  guilty,  left  it  uncertain 
which  was  the  cause  of  the  death,  the  stick  or  the  stone  ;  and  that  therefore  no  judgment 
could  be  entered  on  either. 

Held:  1.  The  form  of  the  indictment  good.  2.  The  alleged  generality  of  the  verdict 
immaterial,  the  mode  of  death  being  substantiaUy  the  same. 
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1844.  York,  labourer,  not  having  the  fear  of  God  before  his 
Mich.  T.  eyes,  on  the  day  first  aforesaid  in  the  year  aforesaid^ 
O'Brian's  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  in  and  upon  the  said  Benjamin  Gott, 
in  the  peace  of  God  and  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen, 
then  and  there  being,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his 
malice  aforethought,  did  make  an  assault,  and  that 
the  said  John  O^Brian^  with  a  certain  stick  of  the 
value  of  twopence,  which  he  the  said  John  O^Brian^ 
in  his  right  hand  then  and  there  had  and  held,  the 
said  Benjamin  Gott,  then  and  there  feloniously,  wil- 
fully, and  of  his  malice  aforethought,  did  strike^  beat, 
bruise,  and  wound.  And  that  the  said  John  O* Brian, 
with  the  stick  aforesaid  so  held  by  him  as  aforesaid, 
the  said  Benjamin  Gott^  in  and  upon  the  right  side  of 
the  head  of  him  the  said  Benjamin  Gott,  then  and 
there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his  malice  afore- 
thought, did  strike,  beat,  bruise,  and  wound,  giving 
to  the  said  Benjamin  Gott,  then  and  there  with  the 
stick  aforesaid  so  as  aforesaid  by  the  said  John  O' Brian 
in  his  right  hand  then  and  there  had  and  held  as 
aforesaid,  in  and  upon  the  said  right  side  of  the  head 
of  him  the  said  Benjamin  Gott,  one  mortal  wound, 
bruise,  and  contusion  of  the  length  of  three  inches  and 
of  the  depth  of  one  inch,  of  which  said  last  mentioned 
mortal  wound,  bruise,  and  contusion,  the  said  Benjamin 
Goit,  from  the  twenty-seventh  day  of  May  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  until  the  twenty-ninth  day  of  the  same  month 
of  May  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  did  languish  and  languishing 
did  live,  on  which  said  twenty-ninth  day  of  May  in  the 
year  aforesaid,  the  said  Benjamin  Gott,  at  the  parish 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  of  the  said  last- 
mentioned  mortal  wound,  bruise,  and  contusion,  died. 
And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
further  present  that  Thomas  Bogan,  late  of  the  parish 


Case. 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  11 

aforesaid,  labourer,  Daniel  Donovan,  late  of  the  parish  1844, 
aforesaid,  labourer,  Daniel  Power ,  late  of  the  parish  Mich.  T. 
aforesaid,  labourer,  William  Quinn^  late  of  the  parish  O'Brian's 
aforesaid,  labourer,  and  John  M^  Canny  late  of  the  same 
parish,  labourer,  on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid^ 
at  the  parish  aforesaid^  in  the  county  aforesaid,  with 
force  and  arms  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their 
malice  aforethought,  were  present  coding,  abetting,  and 
asmting  the  said  John  O^ Brian  the  felony  last  afore- 
said to  do  and  commit,  and  so  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say  that  they  the  said  John 
0* Brian,  the  said  Thomas  Rogan,  the  said  Daniel 
Donovan^  the  said  Daniel  Power,  the  said  William 
Quinn,  and  the  said  John  JSPCann,  him  the  said 
Benjamin  Gott,  in  manner  and  form  last  aforesaid, 
feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought, 
did  kill  and  murder^  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace 
of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Third  count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid^  with  force  and 
arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
the  said  Thomas  Rogan,  not  having  the  fear  of  God 
before  his  eyes,  in  and  upon  the  said  Benjamin  Gott, 
in  the  peace  of  God  and  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  then 
and  there  being,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his 
malice  aforethought,  did  make  an  assault,  and  that 
the  said  Thomas  Rogan  a  certain  stone  of  no  value 
which  he  the  said  Thomas  Rogan  in  his  right  hand 
then  and  there  had  and  held,  to,  against,  and  upon 
the  said  Benjamin  Gott  then  and  there  feloniously, 
wilfully,  and  of  his  malice  aforethought,  did  cast  and 
throw,  and  that  the  said  Thomas  Rogan  with  the  stone 
aforesaid  so  cast  and  throvm  by  him  as  aforesaid, 
the  said  Benjamin  Gott  in  and  upon  the  right  side  of 
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1844.  the  head  of  him  the  said  Benjamin  Gott,  then  and 
Mich.T.  there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his  malice  afore- 
O'BaiAN's  thought,  did  strike^  wound^  and  bruise^  giving  to  the 
said  Benjamin  Gott  then  and  there  with  the  stone 
aforesaid  so  as  aforesaid  by  the  said  Thomas  Rogan 
cast  and  thrown^  in  and  upon  the  right  side  of  the 
head  of  him  the  said  Benjamin  Gx>itf  one  mortal 
wound,  bruise,  and  contusion  of  the  length  of  three 
inches  and  of  the  depth  of  one  inch,  of  which  said 
last^mentioned  mortal  wound,  bruise,  and  contusion 
the  said  Benjamin  Gott,  from  the  twenty -seoenth  day 
of  May  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  forty  four  j  until  the  twenty-ninth  day  of 
the  same  month  of  May  in  the  year  last  aforesaid^  at 
the  parish  aforesaid^  in  the  county  aforesaid^  did  lan- 
guish and  languishing  did  live^  on  which  said  twenty- 
ninth  day  of  May  in  the  year  last  aforesaid^  the  said 
Benjamin  Gott  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  of  the  last-mentioned  mortal  wound,  bruise, 
and  contusion  died.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  on  their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said  John 
O' Brian  J  the  said  Daniel  Donovan^  the  said  Daniel 
Power,  the  said  William  Quinn,  and  the  said  John 
M^Cann,  on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid,  with 
force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice 
aforethought  were  present,  aiding,  abetting,  and  as- 
sisting  the  said  Thomas  Rogan,  the  felony  last  afore- 
said  to  do  and  commit.  And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid 
on  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say  that  the  said  Thomas 
Rogan,  the  said  John  O'Brian,  the  said  Daniel 
Donovan,  the  said  Daniel  Power,  the  said  William 
Quinn,  and  the  said  John  M'Cann,  in  manner  and 
form  last  aforesaid,  the  said  Benjamin  Gott  felo- 
niously, wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought, 
did  kUl  and  murder,  against  the  form  of  the  statute 
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in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the       1844. 
peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and     Mich.T. 
dignity.  O'BbiIh'b 

Fourth  count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  on  their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid^  with  force 
and  annSf  at  the  parish  aforesaid^  in  the  county  afore* 
saidf  the  said  Thomas  Rogan^  not  having  the  fear  of 
God  before  his  eyes,  in  and  upon  the  said  Benjamin 
Gott^  in  the  peace  of  God  and  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen,  then  and  there  being,  feloniously,  wilfully, 
and  of  his  malice  aforethought,  did  make  an  assault, 
and  that  the  said  Thomas  Rogan  tvith  a  certain  stick 
of  the  value  of  twopence,  which  he  the  said  Thomas 
Rogan  in  his  right  hand  then  and  there  had  and  held 
the  said  Benjamin  Oott  to  and  against  the  ground  then 
and  there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his  malice  afore- 
thought, did  strike^  beatj  cast^  and  throw ^  and  that  the 
said  Thomas  Rogan  with  both  the  hands  and  feet  of  him 
the  said  Thomas  Rogan,  then  and  there  and  whilst  the 
said  Benjamin  Oott  was  so  lying  on  the  ground,  the 
said  Thomas  Rogan  in  and  upon  the  head,  stomach, 
back,  and  sides  of  him  the  said  Benjamin  Gotty  then 
and  there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his  malice  afore- 
thought, did  strike  J  beat,  and  kick.  And  that  the  said 
Thomas  Rogan  with  the  said  last- mentioned  stick, 
which  he  the  said  Thomas  Rogan  in  his  right  hand 
then  and  there  had  and  held  as  last  aforesaid,  then 
and  there  and  whilst  the  said  Benjamin  Gott  was  so 
lying  on  the  ground  as  last  aforesaid,  in  and  upon  the 
head,  stomach,  back,  and  sides  of  him  the  said  Benjamin 
Gottj  then  and  there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his 
malice  aforethought,  did  strike  and  beat,  giving^  to  the 
said  Benjamin  Gott  then  and  there  as  well  by  the  striking, 
beating^  and  casting  him  the  said  Benjamin  Gott  to  the 
ground  as  aforesaid,  as  also  by  the  striking,  beating. 
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1844.  and  kicking  the  said  Benjamin  Gott  with  the  hands  and 
Micb.  T.  feet  of  him  the  said  Thomas  Rogan  as  aforesaid^  as  also 
(^Brian's  %  ihe  striking  and  beating  of  the  said  Benjamin  Gott 
^^^^'  with  the  said  last-mentioned  stick  which  he  the  said 
Thomas  Rogan  in  his  right  hand  so  had  and  held  as 
last  aforesaid,  whilst  he  the  said  Benjamin  Gott  was  so 
lying  on  the  ground  as  aforesaid,  in  manner  afore- 
said, several  mortal  bruises,  wounds,  and  contusions,  in 
and  upon  the  head,  stomach,  back,  and  sides  of  him 
the  said  Benjamin  Gott,  of  which  said  several  last- 
mentioned  mortal  bruises,  wounds,  and  contusions,  the 
said  Benjamin  Gott  from  the  twenty-seventh  day  of 
May  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  forty  four,  until  the  twenty-ninth  day  of  the 
same  month  of  May  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  in  the 
parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  did  languish 
and  languishing  did  live,  on  which  said  twenty-ninth 
day  of  May  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  the  said  Ben- 
jamin Gott  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  of  the  said  several  last-mentioned  mortal 
bruises,  wounds,  and  contusions  died.  And  the  jurors 
aforesaid  on  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present 
that  the  said  John  O' Brian,  the  said  Daniel  Donovan, 
the  said  Daniel  Power,  the  said  William  Quinn,  and 
the  said  John  M^Cann,  on  the  day  and  year  first 
aforesaid,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of 
their  malice  aforethought,  were  present  aiding,  abet- 
ting, and  assisting  the  said  Thomas  Rogan  the  felony 
last  aforesaid  to  do  and  commit.  And  so  the  jurors 
aforesaid  on  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say  that  the  said 
Thomas  Rogan^  the  said  John  0*Brian,  the  said 
Daniel  Donovan,  the  said  Daniel  Power,  the  said 
William  Quinn,  and  the  said  John  M'Cann  in  manner 
and  form  last  aforesaid,  the  said  Benjamin  Gott  felo- 
niously, wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought,  did 
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kill  and  murder,  against  the  form  of  the  statate  in  such       1844. 
case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our     Mich.T. 
said  Lady  the  Queen  her  crown  and  dignity.  0'Brian*i 

The  deceased  was  one  of  a  band  of  musicians,  all  of 
whom  lived  near  Bradford.  On  Whit  Monday  they 
were  hired  to  play  for  an  Orange  lodge,  who  met  in 
the  morning  and  marched  through  the  town  of  Brad* 
ford  to  a  place  called  Thornton.  As  they  marched 
through  Bradford,  in  a  part  of  the  town  inhabited  by 
Irish  labourers,  the  band  played  the  Boyne  Water,  &c., 
which  produced  a  good  deal  of  excitement  and  irrita- 
tion. The  band  were  dismissed  at  Thornton  at  seven 
in  the  evening.  They  had  to  pass  through  Bradford 
on  their  way  home,  and  there  began  to  play  again.  A 
large  number  of  Irish,  men,  women,  and  children, 
assembled  and  pursued  them,  overtook  them  at  the 
outskirts  of  the  town,  and  began  an  attack  upon  them. 
Some  of  the  instruments  were  first  broken,  then  the 
musicians  were  beaten,  and  in  the  affray  Benjamin 
Gott  received  some  blows  on  the  head  from  a  stick, 
and  also  a  severe  blow  from  a  stone.  * 

There  was  much  evidence  that  O'Srian  was  the 
man  who  struck  Gott  with  a  stick,  and  that  M^CdTtn 
struck  bin)  with  the  stone ;  but  that  was  left  in  doubt. 

Gott  was  afterwards  attended  by  a  surgeon,  and 
lived  two  days.     The  surgeon  made  a  post  mortem 
examination,  and   proved   that  there  were  two  ex- 
teasive  fractures  of  the  skull  on  the  right  side  of  the 
head ;  one  above  the  ear  extending  three  inches  to- 
wards the  forehead,  the  other  at  the  base  of  the  skull, 
which  had  occasioned  a  considerable  effusion  of  blood 
on  the  brain.   He  was  of  opinion  that  both  might  have 
been  caused  by  blows  from  a  stick,  but  the  latter  was 
more  probably  occasioned  by  a  stone ;  that  each  was 
by  itself  and  without  the  other  a  mortal  injury,  and 
that  \\e  could  not  say  whit^  caused  Oott'9  death. 
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1844.  Id  summiog  up,  the  learned  Judge  told  the  jury 

Mich.  T.     that  if  they  thought  Gott  died  of  a  wound  given  by  a 
O'Brian'b    stick,  the  cause  of  death  laid  in  the  second  count  was 
proved. 

That  if  he  died  of  a  wound  given  by  a  stone  the 
cause  of  death  laid  in  the  third  count  was  proved. 

The  jury  found  all  the  prisoners  guilty  of  man- 
slaughter. 

Heaton  then  contended  for  the  prisoners  that  no 
judgment  could  be  pronounced  against  them,  the  in- 
dictment being  defective  in  the  part  charging  certain 
of  the  prisoners  as  principals  in  the  second  degree ;  the 
allegation  that  they  were  present  aiding  and  abetting 
in  the  committing  of  the  felony  aforesaid  being  alto- 
gether uncertain,  (see  HeydorCs  case,  4  Co.),  and  the 
finding  of  the  jury  leaving  it  uncertain  whether  the 
deceased  was  killed  by  blows  from  a  stick,  as  alleged 
in  the  second  count,  or  by  a  blow  from  a  stone,  as 
alleged  in  the  third  count. 

The  learned  Judge  requested  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  whether,  upon  this  indictment  and  finding, 
judgment  could  be  pronounced  against  all  or  any  and 
which  of  the  prisoners  ? 

All  the  Judges  were  present  except  Patteson  J. 
and  Alderson  B. 

Heaton  for  the  prisoner  O^ Brian. 
Wilkins  for  the  two  principals,  in  the  second  degree, 
Donovan  and  Quin. 
Bliss  for  the  Crown. 

Judgment  ought  to  be  arrested  on  two  grounds. 
First,  the  indictmentisinconsistent  in  chargingthe  prin- 
cipals in  the  second  degree,  with  aiding  and  abetting 
in  the  committing  of  the  said  felony,  on  the  day  and 
year  first  aforesaid;  since  the  felony  was  not  completed 
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till  the  day  afterwards  mentioned^  namely,  the  29th       1844. 
May,  when  the  deceased  died.     Secondly,  the  verdict     Mich.  T. 
is  wrongly  taken,  inasmuch  as  it  leaves  it  quite  un-    o'BriIn's 
certain,  whether  the  findingof  the  jury  is  on  the  second 
or  on  the  third  count  of  the  indictment 

As  to  the  first  point :  a  perfect  record  should  ex- 
hibit an  intelligible  description  and  history  of  the  case  ; 
but  the  second  count  of  this  indictment  is  inconsistent 
and  unintelligible :  For  in  all  cases  of  murder  and 
manslaughter,  the  felony  dates  from  the  day  of  the 
death  ( Coke's  2nd  Inst.  320) ;  but  here  the  accessaries 
are  charged  with  aiding,  &c.  to  commit  the  said  felony 
on  the  27th,  when  it  was  in  truth  no  felony  at  all  till 
the  29th.  In  HeydorCs  case,  Co.  Rep.  iv.  41  b.  The 
sixth  exception  was,  because  the  wound  was  given, 
the  4th  day  of  August,  and  the  death  was  on  the  19th 
day  of  December  J  next  ensuing  ;  and  the  indictment 
said  that  pr(Bd.  T.  -Jf.,  W.  ilf.,  &c.,  tempore  felonuB 
et  murdred'  prted'  facf  scilicet ,  4  Augusti,  ^c.felonuB 
fuerunt prcesentes,  ^c,  adfeloniam  et  murdrum  prced' 
injormdprced'faciend*  and  the  Court  said,  they  had 
often  adjudged  indictments  insufficient,  when  the 
stroke  is  one  day  and  the  death  another,  and  the  jury 
concluded  the  murder  or  homicide  to  be  committed 
the  first  day  ;  and  the  indictment  was  accordingly  held 
repugnant  and  insufficient  as  to  the  said  T.ilf.,  W.M., 
&c.,  for  no  felony  was  committed  till  the  death,  and 
none  shall  be  adjudged  a  felon  by  relation,  which  is 
but  a  fiction  of  the  law  ;  there  the  objection  is  exactly 
the  same ;  on  the  27th  no  felony  was  committed 
because  the  death  did  not  ensue  till  the  29th. 

Maule  J. — ^There  is  another  objection.  It  is  not 
averred  in  the  indictment  that  they  were  present  ^t 
the  time^bf  the  blow  struck ;  for  all  that  appeared  on 
the  record,  they  might  have  been  in  some  other  part 
of  the  parish . 

VOL.  I.  c 
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1844. As  to   the  second  point — the  general   verdict  of 

Mich.  T.  guilty  is  bad,  because  different  means  of  death  are 
O'Bhian's  averred  in  the  different  counts.  The  second  count 
charges,  that  he  struck  with  a  stick ;  the  third,  that 
he  threw  a  stone.  These  are  substantially  different 
causes  of  death.  (Kelly's  case,  R.  &  M.  C.  G.  1 13). 
There,  if  the  stone  had  been  said  to  be  held  in  his  hand, 
perhaps  it  might  have  been  good ;  but  he  is  said  to 
have  cast  and  thrown  it,  which  is  materially  different 

Bliss  for  the  Crown. 

Ist.  In  HeydorCs  case,  the  indictment  was  drawn 
differently  to  the  present  one.  2nd,  That  case  has 
been  shaken  by  subsequent  decisions. 

1st.  The  repugnancy  in  Heydon's  case  was  this : 
The  date  of  the  death  was  laid  as  the  date  of  the  blow, 
and  then  the  date  as  to  the  accessaries  becomes  incon- 
sistent and  impossible.  But  in  the  present  case,  there 
is  no  such  objection ;  for  it  is  not  alleged  that  they 
were  present  at  the  time  of  the  felony^  but  at  the  day 
of  the  stroke,  they  were  aiding  to  commit  the  felony, 
i.  e.  to  commit  the  act  which  subsequently  became  a 
felony.  In  HeydorCs  case,  the  repugnancy  was  that 
the  stroke  was  on  one  day,  the  death  and  consequently 
the  felony  at  another ;  and  then  they  were  said  to  be 
present  at  the  day  of  the  stroke  aiding  in  the  felony. 
The  scilicet  there  does  not  cure,  but  increases  the 
repugnancy ;  here  the  repugnancy  is  avoided,  by 
saying,  that  they  were  present  aiding  to  commit  a 
felony.  For  that  is  a  very  different  thing  from  averring 
that  a  felony  was  then  actually  committed.  In 
Heydon's  cvLse^  the  word  *^faciend\'*  means  a  felony 
being  about  to  be  done ;  the  beginning  of  a  felony 
which  was  afterwards  continued.  But  here  there  is  no 
express  averment  that  the  felony  was  committed  at  the 
time;  nor  any  repugnancy  by  the  introduction  a 
scilicet.     If  any  time  is  laid,  it  must  be  either  the  day 
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■ 

of  the  death,  or  the  day  of  the  stroke.     If  it  were  laid    1844. 

on  the  day  of  the  death,  it  would  be  open  to  the      Mich.  T 
objection  in  Heydon's  case.  omjrian's 

Maule  J. — It  is  necessary  to  aver  that  they  were  **^' 

present  at  the  time  of  the  str thing. 

Bliss.  Yes !  but  if  any  time  is  alleged,  it  must  be 
the  day  of  the  stroke.  (Hawkins^  PI.  Cr.  B.  2,  c.  23, 
8.  88.)  The  best  way  is  to  state  generally  that  tliey 
were  present,  as  is  recommended  by  many  books, 
owing  to  the  difficulty  of  understanding  HeydorCs 
case. 

Thedoubts  suggested  hyHeydorCsc^seovXy  continued 

as  long  as  Bay  was  Chief  Justice,  they  were  removed 

when  Papham  succeeded  him.     It  seems  to  have  been 

held  in  his  time,  that  either  way  of  laying  the  time  of 

the  killing  was  good, — either  on  the  day  of  the  stroke, 

or  the  day  of  the  death.  (See  Wamefard's  case,  1  Dyer, 

50  b.  note,  where  Popham^  then  Chief  Justice,  said 

that  it  had  been  so  held  by  the  two  Chief  Justices 

and  Chief  Baron  in  a  case  in  his  practice  about  the 

32  MUz.  four  years  subsequent  to  HeydovLs  case), 

and  WingfieUTs  case,  Croke,  JSliz.  73i^.     These  cases 

materially  affect  the  authority  of  HeydorCs  case.  (See 

also  per Pa«e5(m,  J.  in  Hargrave's  case,  5  C.  &  P.  170.) 

In  the  case  of  Tilley  v.  Wye^  Cro.  Eliz.  176,  two  days 

were  mentioned,  one,  that  of  the  stroke,  the  other  of 

the  death ;  and  it  was  averred  that  the  said  A .  Wye^ 

semoT  fuit  adtunc  et  ibidem  prcesens  abettans  et  com' 

fortansj  the  said^.  Wye^junior^  the  felony  and  murder 

aforesaid  to  do.     It  was  objected,  that  it  was  uncertain 

to  which  of  the  days  it  is  to  be  referred.     But  curia 

contra. — For  when  it  is  said  that  he  was  adtunc  et 

ibidem  prdBsens^  &c.   to  the   felony  and    murder  in 

manner  aforesaid  doing,  this  must  refer  to  the  time  of 

the    stroke    by   which   the    felony  was    done.     And 

Wray^  C.  J.  said,  "  as  it  is  now,  it  is  well  enough : 

c  2 
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1844.       for  it  is,  that  he  was  adtunc  et  ibidem  pi'CBsenSj  and 
"^ich.  T.     cannot  be  intended,  but  he  was  present  at  the  same 
O'Brian'b    instant  of  time.''     And  of  this  opinion  were  the  other 
Owe.       justices.     In   the   present  case,  all   that  is  done,  is 
expressly  to  aver  the  day  which  they  there  said  must 
be  intended.     In  East's  PI.  Cr.  vol.  1,  351,  it  is  said, 
'^  the  statement  should  in  all   cases  be  .laid  to  the 
stroke,  not  to  the  death,  if  they  are  laid  in  different 
days:    or  the  allegation   may  be  general,  that   the 
defendant  was  present,  aiding  and  abetting  at  the 
felony  and  murder  as  aforesaid,  committed  in  manner 
and  form  aforesaid.'*     By  referring  the  felony  to  the 
time  of  the  stroke,  and  not  to  that  of  the  death,  no 
hardship  can  result  to  a  prisoner ;   whereas  in  the 
other  way  there  might ;  for  supposing  a  blow  given 
by  a  non  compos^  and  at  the  time  of  the  death,  the 
party  became  compos,  the  doctrine  of  relation  would 
work   grievous  injustice  if  the  crime   was  to   date 
from  the  time  of  the  death.     It  is  not  necessary  to 
allege  that  the  prisoners  were  present  at  the  time  of 
the  committing  the  felony.     The  better  way  is  to  lay 
it  generally,  without  any  allegation  of  time  and  place; 
as  otherwise  there  must  either   be  the  repugnance 
mentioned  in  HeydorCs  case,  or  the  greater  repug- 
nance of  laying  it  at  the  time  of  the  death. 

3rd.  The  third  count  charges  the  death  by  a  stone 
cast:  and  the  general  verdict  may  be  held  to  be  given 
on  that  or  on  any  one  of  the  counts.  There  can  be  no 
argument  raised  from  the  discrepancy  of  one  count 
with  another. 

Pollock  C.  B. — The  jury  have  found  a  verdict  on 
all  three  counts,  and  they  are  repugnant.  It  is  as 
though  they  had  found  a  special  verdict,  leaving  it 
uncertain  which  caused  the  death. 

Cressw£Ll  J. — No !  I  left  it  to  the  jury  expressly 
that  if  they  thought  that  either  cause  was  enough. 
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they  would  find  him  guilty;  and  they  found  a  general       1844, 
verdict.  Mich.  T. 

Lord  Denman. — But  which  count  is  judgment  to    O'Briam's 
be  given  on  ?    The  death  cannot  have  been  caused  by 
one  and  both. 

Parke  B. — The  jury  don't  say  which  caused  the 
death :  judgment  may  be  given  on  either  one  or  the 
other,  if  the  causes  of  death  are  not  inconsistent. 

Coleridge  J. — If  we  think  them  inconsistent,  then 
the  verdict  is  uncertain  and  the  difficulty  arises. 
The  question  is,  whether,  if  we  hold  that  striking  with 
a  stick  is  the  same  offence  as  striking  with  a  stone 
thrown,  we  may  not  be  laying  down  a  rule  which  will 
make  description  vague  and  mislead  in  future  ? 

Cresswell  J. — I  felt  that  if  the  causes  of  death 
were  inconsistent  there  would  be  great  difficulty  in 
P^LSsing  judgment  on  this  indictment ;  so  I  reserved 
that  question. 

Parke  B. — If  there  are  two  causes  of  death  laid 
— a  poisoning  and  a  blow ;  and  the  jury  say  they 
don't  know  which  caused  the  death,  there'll  be  a 
difficulty. 

Cresswell  J. — I  told  the  jury,  if  they  should  find 
that  he  died  of  either  the  stick  or  the  stone,  they  might 
find  him  guilty  of  either;  there  was  no  count  charging 
a  killing  by  both  the  stick  and  the  stone. 

Heaton  replied. 

Bliss  referred  the  count  to  Mackally's  case,  9  Coke 
Rep.  67  a.  ^^  If  a  man  is  indicted,  that  he  with  a  dagger 
gave  another  a  mortal  wound  upon  which  he  died, 
and  in  evidence  it  is  proved  that  he  gave  the  wound 
with  a  sword,  rapier,  stafi*,  or  bill,  in  that  case  the 
offender  ought  to  be  found  guilty,  for  the  substance  of 
the  matter  is,  that  the  party  indicted  has  given  him  a 
mortal  wound  whereof  he  died,  and  the  circumstance 
of  the  manner  of  the  weapon  is  not  material  in  the 
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case  of  indictment ;  and  yet  such  circumstance  ought 
not  to  be  omitted,  but  some  weapon  ought  to  be 
mentioned  in  the  indictment.*'  And  jR.  v.  Waters, 
7  C.  &  P.  250.  Lord  Denman  there  held  that  where  a 
prisoner  was  charged  with  suffocating  the  deceased  by  a 
placing  of  the  hand  on  her  mouth,  this  allegation  is 
made  out  if  the  jury  are  satisfied  that  any  violent 
means  were  used  to  stop  the  respiration  of  the 
deceased.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 


Afterwards  the  Judges  decided  on  the  authority  of 
the  cases  cited  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  that  the  form 
of  the  indictment  was  correct.  Also,  that  there  was 
no  difference  between  the  legal  effect  of  the  second 
and  third  counts ;  the  mode  of  death  being  substan- 
tially the  same  in  both,  although  a  stick  was  alleged 
to  be  used  in  one  count,  and  a  stone  in  another.  The 
doubt  of  the  jury  was  therefore  immaterial. 


1844._ 
Mich.  T. 


REGINA  V.  JOHN  BOWEN. 


The  prisoner  was  tried  before  Chief  Justice  Tindal^ 
'^cL'e!'^     at  the  Summer  Assizes  1844,  for  the  county  of  Wor- 
Indictment     cestcr,  for  felouy,  under  the  1 1  Geo.  4  &  1  Wm.  4, 

underllG.4    c.  66,  S.  20. 

c.66.8.2o,for  The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged,  that  the 
defacin^^and  ^^^^  '^^^^^  Bowcn  on  &c.,  with  force  and  arms  at  &c., 
injuring  a  re-  feloniously  and  wilfully  did  destroy ,  deface  and  vyure 

gister  of  bap- 
tisms, mar- 
riages, and  burials.  Objection.  I.  That  there  was  neither  a  destroying,  defacing,  nor 
injuring  within  the  stats,  because  the  register  when  produced  had  the  torn  piece 
pasted  in,  and  was  as  legible  as  before.  2.  That  the  indictment  was  bad  for  uncertainty, 
for  alleging  three  distinct  and  different  offences.  3.  For  not  containing  an  express  aver- 
ment of  a  scienter.   Indictment  held  good  on  all  iK)ints. 


Case. 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  23 

a  certain   register  of  the  baptisms,   marriages  and       1844. 
burials,  to  wit,  the  register  of  baptisms,  marriages     Mich.T. 
and  burials  of  the  parish  of  Croome  d'Abitot^  in  the     Bowbn'b 
county  of  Worcester,  which  said  register  then,  viz.,  be- 
fore and  at  the  time  of  destroying j  defacing  and  vyur- 
ing  thereof  as  aforesaid,  was  there,  to  wit,  at  &c.,  kept 
by  and  in  the  custody  of  &c.,  then  and  there  being  the 
rector  of  the  parish  of  Croome  d'Abitot,  against  the 
fonn  of  the  statute,  &c. 

There  were  twenty-three  other  counts  in  the  indict- 
ment, but  the  whole  of  the  objections  taken  at  the 
trial  arose  upon  the  first  count ;  a  copy  of  the  whole 
indictment,  however,  was  produced  at  the  meeting  of 
the  Judges. 

.  The  prisoner  was  employed,  as  stated  by  the  wit- 
nesses, ^Mn  getting  up  the  pedigree  of  Mr.  John 
Wood,''  claiming  as  heir-at-law  to  the  late  Mr.  James 
Wood  of  Gloucester,  and  called  on  three  several  occa- 
sions to  search  the  register  of  Croome  d'Abitot ;  and 
on  the  last  occasion,  whilst  the  curate  was  looking  into 
the  iron  chest  for  another  parish  book,  and  had  his 
back  turned,  the  prisoner  tore  ofi*  the  lower  portion  of 
one  of  the  leaves  of  the  parish  register.  The  part  of 
the  leaf  was  torn  ofi*,  and  entirely  separated  from  the 
residue. 

The  defence  was  that  it  was  torn  off  by  accident,  but 
the  point  being  left  to  the  jury  they  found  it  was  done 
wilfully;  and  the  Chief  Justice  expressed  himself 
satisfied  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  was  proper,  upon 
the  facts  in  evidence  before  them. 

The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  objected : — 
1st.  That  this  was  neither  a  destroying,  nor  defacing, 
nor  injuring,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  inas- 
much as  the  register,  when  produced,  had  the  torn 
piece  pasted  to  the  residue  of  the  leaf,  and  was  as 
legible  as  before. 
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1844.  The  Chief  Justice  thought,  however,  that  at  the 

Mich.  T.     time  it  was  actually  torn  off  and  separated  the  register 
Bowen's     was  defaced,  or  at  all  events  injured  within  the  meaning 
^"-       of  the  Act. 

2nd.  That  the  indictment  was  bad,  inasmuch  as  it 
stated  three  distinct  and  different  offences,  viz.,  the 
destroying^  defacing  and  injuring  the  parish  register ; 
but  the  Chief  Justice  thought  that  the  language  of  the 
statute  having  been  followed,  it  was  no  objection  that 
the  offences  were  charged  cumulatively  though  one 
only  was  proved.     {Fuller's  case,  Leach,  916.) 

3rd.  That  the  indictment  ought  to  have  contained 
a  charge  that  the  offence  was  committed  scienter^ 
but  the  Chief  Justice  thought  that  was  implied  from 
the  nature  of  the  offence  charged. 

However,  the  Chief  Justice  reserved  the  three 
points  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges. 

All  the  Judges  were  present,  except  Patteson  J., 
Alderson  B.,  and  Erle  J. 

J.  W.  Smith  for  the  prisoner. 

There  are  three  objections  to  this  indictment : — 
Firsts  as  to  the  second  of  the  above  objections.  The 
indictment  is  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment  because  of 
multifariousness  in  stating  the  offence.  The  words  of 
the  Act  (11  Geo.  4  &  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  20)  are,  "  If 
any  person  shall  wilfully  destroy,  deface  or  injure,  or 
cause  or  permit  to  be  destroyed,  defaced  or  injured, 
any  such  register  or  any  part  thereof."  Destroying, 
defacing,  injuring,  are  three  distinct  felonies;  and 
therefore  the  count  is  bad  for  uncertainty,  as  it  leaves 
it  doubtful  which  offence  will  be  proceeded  on.  Ful- 
lers  case,  Leach's  Cr.  C.  916,  is  the  nearest  to  the 
present.  It  will  be  useful  to  review  the  state  of  the  law 
at  the   time   when  Fuller  s  case   was  decided.    Un- 
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certainty  in  an  indictment  was  always  held  fatal :  1844, 
want  of  singleness  was  held  to  be  a  faujt,  owing  to  its  Mich.T. 
involving  an  uncertainty.  The  Courts  held  that  one  Bowbn's 
offence  stated  uncertainty  was  as  bad  as  if  it  were  a 
statement  of  several  distinct  offences,  for  the  prisoner 
was  in  either  case  left  in  doubt  how  to  meet  the 
charge.  In  the  case  of  R.  v.  Roberts,  Carthew,  226, 
the  prisoner  was  charged  that  he  injuste,  oppressive  et 
deceptive  cepit  et  extorsit  de  dioersis  ligeis  J^omini  regis, 
Ifc  Sfc.  diversas  summas,  ^c.  He  was  found  guilty, 
and  it  was  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment  that  the 
information  was  too  general  and  uncertain,  because  it 
did  not  allege  that  any  particular  person  or  any  par- 
ticular number  of  cattle  was  ferried  over,  neither  did 
it  mention  any  particular  person  from  whom  the  ex- 
torted rates  were  taken,  which  it  ought  to  do,  that  the 
single  offence  might  certainly  appear  before  the  Court. 
The  whole  Court  was  of  that  opinion  ;  and  JETolt  C.  J. 
said,  ^'  In  every  such  information  a  single  offence  ought 
to  be  laid  and  ascertained,  because  every  extortion 
from  ever}'  particular  person  is  a  separate  and  distinct 
offence ;  and  therefore  they  ought  not  to  be  accumu- 
lated under  a  general  charge,  as  it  is  done  in  this 
case,  because  each  offence  requires  a  separate  and 
distinct  punishment  according  to  the  quantity  of  the 
offence  ;  and  it  is  not  possible  for  the  Court  to  propor- 
tion the  fine  or  other  punishment  to  it,  unless  it  is 
singly  and  certainly  laid."  So  that  that  case,  though 
now  it  would  probably  be  treated  as  a  case  of  objec- 
tmdble  generality,  was  treated  then  as  a  case  of  want 
of  singleness. 

Pollock  C.  J. — This  case  would  have  resembled  it, 
had  it  been  for  defacing  divers  registers. 

Smth.  In  the  next  case  on  the  subject,  R.  v. 
Clendon,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1572,  the  indictment  was  held 
had  on  arrest  of  judgment  on  the  ground  of  duplicity. 
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1844.  the  defendant  being  there  charged  in  one  indictment 
Mich.  T.  with  an  assault  and  battery  committed  on  two  persons. 
Bowbn'8  T^^  objection  was  that  there  were  two  distinct  assaults 
^^^^'  and  batteries,  and  could  not  be  joined  in  the  same  indict- 
ment. The  next  case  in  order  of  time,  and  just  before 
Fuller's  case,  was  B.  v.  Benfield  and  Saunders j  2  Bur- 
rows, 980.  The  substance  of  that  case  was,  that  the 
defendants  were  indicted  for  coming  on  the  public 
highway  before  the  prosecutor's  house  and  singing  two 
songs  concerning  the  prosecutor's  son  and  daughter, 
calculated  to  provoke  the  prosecutor  to  commit  a 
breach  of  the  peace.  The  objection  was,  that  an 
information  or  indictment  will  not  lie  for  publishing 
two  distinct  libels  upon  two  distinct  persons.  But  the 
Court  looked  upon  this  to  be  one  offence ;  the  gist  of 
the  charge  was  the  singing  these  songs  in  the  manner 
and  with  the  intent  charged  in  the  information.  This 
case  seems  to  be  against  me,  but  I  felt  bound  to  bring  it 
before  your  Lordships.  In  truth,  it  does  not  in  any 
way  affect  the  objection  of  multifariousness.  It  only 
amounts  to  this :  that  if  the  offence  is  one,  it  does  not 
matter  how  many  distinct  acts  go  to  make  up  that 
offence.  That  case  therefore  only  limits  the  general 
objection  of  uncertainty  and  multifariousness  to  cases 
where  there  is  a  real  uncertainty,  leaving  that  as  it  stood 
before.  Next  comes  Fuller* s  case,  Leach,  916.  All 
the  arguments  and  all  the  omissions  in  that  case  are 
valuable  owing  to  the  great  ability  of  the  persons  by 
whom  it  was  argued.  The  third  objection  there  was 
that  the  second  count  of  the  indictment  comprehended 
two  distinct  offences,  viz.,  an  endeavour  to  seduce, 
entice,  and  stir  up  to  commit  mutiny  ;  and  an  endea- 
vour to  seduce,  entice,  and  stir  up  to  commit  traitorous 
and  mutinous  practices. 

Tlie  Court  said,  ^*  Probably  it  will  be  found  to  be  a 
sufficient  answer  to  this  objection  that  (though  this 
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charge  might  have  been  branched  into  separate  of-  1844. 
fences)  the  whole  may  be  but  the  parts  of  one  fact  of  Mich.T. 
endeavour,  which  must  be  stated  as  it  is.  This  case  Bowbh's 
decides  nothing  on  the  present  question :  two  things 
are  wanting.  In  order  to  make  it  a  parallel  to  the 
present  case  the  indictment  should  have  charged  the 
prisoner  with  enticing,  &c.,  first  to  one  of  the  acts, 
secondly  to  the  other.  Fuller's  case  is  in  truth  very 
like  BenfiehTs  case.  Moreover,  it  cannot  be  a  decisive 
authority,  for  no  judgment  was  given  on  the  second 
count,  though  an  intimation  of  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  was  thrown  out.  This  case  is  neither  for  nor 
against  me ;  but  it  seems  that  both  the  counsel  thought 
that  duplicity  was  bad,  for  no  attempt  was  made  to  say 
that  duplicity  was  not  a  iault ;  and  Perryn  B.  intimates 
that  the  Court  would  not  have  decided  that  the  joinder 
of  two  felonies  would  be  good ;  but  that  in  the  case 
before  them  the  endeavour  was  single,  though  made 
up  of  several  parts." 

In  the  case  of  R.  v.  Marshall,  1  Moody,  Cr.  C.  158, 
the  indictment  was  held  uncertain,  and  the  prisoner 
was  therefore  entitled  to  his  clergy  ;  because,  although 
whichever  kind  of  larceny  had  been  proved  would 
equally  have  disentitled  him  to  his  clergy,  yet  the  in- 
dictment ought  to  have  shown  the  specific  charge  on 
which  the  charge  was  founded.  There  could  not  then 
have  been  any  hardship  on  the  prisoner ;  the  only  ob- 
jection was  the  uncertainty  of  the  indictment. 

TiNDAL  C.  J. — There  the  objection  was  that  the 
indictment  was  not  certain  enough  ;  here,  that  it  con- 
tains too  much. 

Parke  B. — What  do  you  say  to  the  count  for 
forgery,  containing  several  charges,  each  of  which  is 
a  distinct  offence  ? 

/.  W.  Smith.  Those  are  cases  of  tautology — forg- 
ing, and  causing  to  be  forged. 


Cam. 


•28  CROWN  CASES  RESERVED. 

1844.  GuRNEY  B. — They  are  all  distinct  offences. 

Mich^T.         Williams  J. — Set  on  fire,  caused  to  be  set  on  fire 
Bowbn'8     and  destroyed. 

J.  W.  Smith.  As  to  the  case  of  forgery,  see  the 
King  v.  Stacker,  5  Mod.  Rep.  138,  where  the  offence 
was  laid  in  the  alternative,  and  it  was  held  ill  from 
uncertainty. 

Lord  Denman. — Because  there  two  acts  were  laid 
each  excluding  the  notion  of  the  other,  and  there  was 
no  statement  as  to  which  was  the  subject  of  the  charge. 

GuRNEY  B. — ^The  objection  to  the  alternative  is 
that  there  is  no  charge  at  all.  He  either  did  one 
thing  or  the  other.  But  there  is  no  specific  offence 
charged. 

Parke  B — Offering,  disposing  of  and  putting  away. 
These  are  not  tautology ;  at  least  the  offering  and  dis- 
posing of  are  not.     What  do  you  say  to  that? 

J.  W.  Smith.  These  are  usual,  but  not  therefore 
necessarily  good.  They  happen  not  to  have  been 
questioned.  Besides  in  those  indictments  there  is  this 
difference  : — If  there  were  a  count  laying  the  offence  as 
<<  offering  with  intent  to  defraud  A.,''  a  defrauding  of 
B.  would  not  support  it ;  but  here  the  act  is  made  the 
offence. 

There  is  no  substantial  objection  to  an  indictment 
in  the  alternative,  which  does  not  apply  to  this  case. 
The  jury  was  directed  that  any  one  of  the  acts  was 
felony,  and  that  a  proof  of  any  one  would  be  enough. 
What  difference  can  it  make,  whether  the  offence  be 
laid  in  the  alternative  or  the  copulative  ? 

Parke  B. — Your  objection  would  apply  to  every 
case  of  a  burglary  and  a  larceny.  There  would  be  first, 
the  burglary ;  secondly,  the  larceny :  thirdly,  the  com- 
pound or  simple  larceny ;  fourthly,  the  stealing  in  a 
dwelling  house. 

TiNDAL  C.  J This  is  one  set  of  facts ;  it  is  all 
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one  transaction ;  the  prisoner  could  not  have  been       1844^ 
embarrassed.  Mich.  T. 

«/.  W.  Smith.     Yes,  because  if  he  had  been  indicted     Bowbn*s 
before  for  defacing,  and  was  now  indicted  for  destroy- 
ing could  he  plead  autrefois  acquit  ? 

Pollock  C.  B He  might  now ;  he  might  say,  as 

to  sd  much  of  the  indictment  as  relates  to  the  defacing 
autrefois  acquit. 

J.  W.  Smith.  Does  your  Lordship  hold  that  a 
prisoner  might  single  out  certain  epithets  in  an  indict- 
ment and  plead  to  them  ?  The  objection  is,  that  it  is 
left  uncertain  till  the  evidence  what  the  offence  will 
be  :  not  that  two  offences  are  charged. 

Pollock  C.  B. — ^You  have  your  remedy  by  a  writ 
of  error  at  all  events. 

J.  W.  Smith.  The  Chief  Justice  wished  to  save 
the  prisoner  that  expense,  and  therefore,  included  all 
these  points.  Mr.  Justice  Williams  said,  here  is  an 
offence  charged  which  may  all  consist  of  one  act.  The 
answer  seems,  that  it  is  not  certain  whether  the 
evidence  will  be  so  addressed  supposing  the  pri- 
soner to  have  an  option,  but  if  he  has  not,  then 
the  first  objection  arises,  that  there  was  no  distinction, 
though  there  was  an  injury ;  for  that  was  found  to  be 
the  case;  and,  therefore,  all  the  felonies  were  not 
involved  in  the  act,  but  only  one,  or  at  most  two. 
And  it  seems  hard  that  the  prisoner  should  not  be 
able  to  say  this  is  uncertain  or  to  have  all  the  charges 
proved. 

The  third  point  is  nearly  the  same  as  the  third 
point  in  Fuller's  case.  The  Legislature  never  could 
mean  to  make  it  an  offence,  to  do  what  he  might  not 
know  to  be  an  offence :  for  it  is  possible  to  commit  the 
offence  without  knowing  that  the  book  was  a  parish 
register. 
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1844.  TiNDAL  C.  J. — But  the  charge  is  tliat  he  intended 

Mich.T.     to  destroy  it.  *'  Wilfully"  means  that. 
Bowbk'8         Parke  B. — It  is  quite  enough  to  say,  in  this  stage 
^^^^'       of  the  proceedings,  that  the  indictment  follows  the 
words  of  the  act. 

TiNDAL  C.  J. — The  point  left  to  the  jury  was, 
whether  he  did  it  intentionally^  or  by  accident. 

J.  W.  Smith.  The  question  is,  whether  knowingly 
must  not  be  stated. 

Pollock  C.  B. — The  word  knowingly  is  expressly 
omitted  in  this  part  of  the  statute. 

Keating  for  the  Crown  was  not  called  upon  to 
reply. 

Lord  Denman  gave  the  judgment  of  the  Court : — 
'*  We  are  of  opinion  that  all  that  has  been  done  is 
perfectly  right  on  all  the  points." 


1844.        REGINA  V.  ROBERT  GOWER  GRIMWADE. 


Mich.  T. 


The  prisoner  was  tried  before  Mr.  Baron  Alderson  at 
forwmdinga  ^^  Summer  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Suffolk,  a.d. 
threatening     1844,  upon  an  indictment  which  contained  three  counts. 

letter  under     _        '    *^  i     i  i  .  i         •      i 

Stat.  4  o.  4,  1  he  first  count  charged  that  the  pnsoner  knowingly 

Fim  count,  did  send  to  Sir  Joshua  Ricketts  Rowley j  baronet,ta  cer- 

charged  G.  tain  letter  with  a  certain  fictitious  signature,  to  wit,  the 

to  R.  and  signature  "  A  Polstead  Labourer"  subscribed  thereto, 

tohSS"te  <J»rected  to  the  said  Sir  Joshua  Ricketts  Rowley,  ba- 

houses.    It 

was  proved 

that  R.  had  only  a  reversionary  interest  in  the  said  houses.     Qiuere:  Whether  G.  could 

be  convicted  on  that  count  f 

■    Second  count:  charged  6.  with  sendma  to  R.  and  threatening  to  bum  the  said 

houses,  hying  them  as  the  property  of  B.  the  tenant.     It  was  proved  that  G.  dropped 

the  letter  in  a  public  road  near  K.'s  nouse,  that  A.  found  it  and  gave  it  to  H.,  who  opened 

it,  read  it,  and  gave  it  to  E.,  who  showed  it  both  to  B.  and  K.     Held  that  this  was  a 

sending  within  the  statute. 
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ronet,  by  the  name  and  description  of  *^Sir  Joshua  1844. 
Rowley  J  baronet,  Stokcj  Suffolk^'  threatening  to  hum  Mich.  T. 
and  destroy  the  houses,  outhouses,  barns,  stacks  of  corn,  gbimwadf.*b 
grain,  hay  and  straw,  the  property  of  the  said  Sir 
Joshua  Ricketts  Rowley ^  baronet,  a  subject  of  our  lady 
the  Queen,  then  and  there  being,  which  said  letter  is 
as  follows,  that  is  to  say, :  '*  Sir,  this  is  to  inform  you 
that  unless  your  tenant  Mr.  Brown,  of  Polstead,  pay 
bis  men  an  advance  of  wages,  the  present  being  eight 
shillings  per  week  for  twelve  hours'  labour,  he  will  he 
mnted  with  a  hlaze,  but  your  timely  interference  may 
prevent  the  intended  calamity.  A  Polstead  Labourer. 
P.S.  Mr.  Brown^s  eight  shillings  per  week,  and  thirty 
shillings  per  week  (or  a  policeman  will  not  do,  not  but 
what  an  eight  shilling  labourer  want  looking  after,  for 
it  is  impossible  for  that  man  to  live  honestly  without 
getting  into  debt ;  he  is  the  only  one  in  the  parish  at 
eight  shillings.'' 

The  second  count  charged  that  the  prisoner  know- 
ingly did  send  to  one  William  Brown  the  same  letter 
with  a  certain  fictitious  signature,  to  wit,  the  sig- 
nature, '^A  Polstead  Labourer"  subscribed  thereto, 
directed  to  Sir  Joshua  Ricketts  Rowley,  baronet, 
by  the  name  and  description  of  ^^  Sir  Joshua  Rowley, 
baronet,  Stoke,  Suffolk,*^  threatening  to  burn  and  de- 
stroy the  house,  outhouses,  barns,  stacks  of  com.  grain, 
hay  and  straw,  the  property  of  the  said  William 
Brown,  a  subject,  &c. 

The  third  count  charged  that  the  prisoner  know- 
ingly, &c.,  did  send  to  Sir  Joshua  Ricketts  Rowley, 
baronet,  the  same  letter  threatening  to  burn  and  de- 
stroy the  house,  outhouses,  bams,  stacks  of  corn,  grain, 
hay  and  straw,  the  property  of  one  William  Brown,  a 
subject,  &c. 

At  the  trial  it  was  proved  that  the  letter  was  left  hy 
the  prisoner  at  a  gate  in  the  puhlic  road  near  Sir  J. 
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1844.  Howley's  bouse,  directed  as  described  in  tbe  indict^ 
Mich.T.  ment,  and  sealed.  Having  been  found  there  by  one  of 
Orimwade^s  the  witnesses,  it  was  forwarded  by  him  to  Sir  J. 
Rowley's  house  and  there  deported  in  the  steioard^s 
room.  There  it  was  opened  by  Mr.  Hardy  ^  the  steward, 
who  was  authorized  by  Sir  J.  Rowley  to  open  and  read 
such  letters.  Mr.  Hardy  having  opened  and  read  it, 
did  not  deliver  it  to  Sir  Joshua  Rowley^  but  handed  it 
over  to  Stephen  English^  a  constable.  Stephen  English 
afterwards,  on  the  ninth  of  April  following,  showed  the 
letter  both  to  Mr.  Brown  and  to  Sir  J.  Rowley.  Mr. 
Brown  occupied  a  house,  outhouses^  bai^  and  farming 
premises  belonging  to  Sir  J.  Rowley ,  under  an  agree-' 
ment,  two  years  of  which  remained  unexpired.  He 
held  no  property  under  any  other  landlord,  and  was 
possessed  of  no  house,  outhouses,  barn  or  farming  pre- 
mises of  his  own. 

As  to  the  first  count  charging  the  prisoner  with 
sending  a  letter  to  Sir  J.  Rowley  threatening  to  bum 
Sir  J.  Rowley*^  property,  the  learned  Baron  directed 
the  jury  that  as  the  houses,  outhouses  and  bams, 
though  in  the  occupation  of  Mr.  Brown,  belonged  in 
reversion  to  Sir  J.  Rowley yi^e  prisoner  might  be  con- 
victed on  that  count. 

As  to  the  second  county  the  learned  Baron  directed 
the  jury  to  consider  whether  the  prisoner,  in  leaving 
the  letter  as  before  described,  intended  that  it  should  not 
only  reach  Sir  Joshua  Rowley,  to  whom  it  was  directed, 
but  that  it  also  should  reach  Mr.  Brown,  and  then  if 
they  thought  so,  the  learned  Baron  was  of  opinion  that 
would  be  a  sending  to  Mr.  Brown,  according  to  the 
suggestion  of  the  Judges  in  Paddle's  case,  R.  &  R.  484, 
and  then  the  prisoner  might  be  found  guilty  upon  the 
second  count,  which  so  charged  the  offence. 

As  to  the  third  count,  which  was  invalid  in  law,  an 
acquittal  was  taken.     The  prisoner  was  found  guilty 
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on  the  first  and  second  counts,  and  ordered  to  be  trans-       1844. 
ported  for  ten  years.  Mich.  T. 

The  learned  Baron  reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion    grimwIIde's 
of  the  Judges  on  both  counts. 

The  case  ¥^as  argued  at  a  meeting  of  all  the  Judges 
in  Mich.  Term,  a.d.  1844. 

W.  Gurdon  for  the  prisoner. 

The  question  on  the  first  count  is,  whether  the 
reversionary  interest  in  Sir  J.  R.  Rowley  is  sufficient 
to  support  the  averment  in  that  count ;  that  the  letter 
contained  a  threat  to  burn,  &c.,  the  houses,  &c.,  the 
property  of  Sir  J.R.Rowley.  The  particular  estate  was 
in  Brown.  The  reversion  only  was  in  Sir  J.  Rowley. 
The  houses,  &c.,  in  the  first  count  mentioned  must  be 
taken  to  be  the  houses,  &c.,  of  the  person  in  possession. 
The  words  of  the  stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  54,  s.  3,  under  which 
the  prisoner  is  indicted,  are,  *^  If  any  person  shall 
knowingly  and  wilfully  send  or  deliver  any  letter  or 
writing,  with  or  without  any  name  or  signature  sub- 
scribed thereto,  or  with  a  fictitious  name  or  signature, 
(demanding  money  or  other  valuable  thing),  or  threat* 
ening  to  kill  or  murder  any  of  His  Majesty's  subjects, 
or  to  burn  or  destroy  his  or  their  houses,  outhouses, 
bams,  stacks  of  com  or  grain,  hay  or  straw,  &c."  In 
the  case  of  72.  v.  William  Burridge,  2  M.  &  Rob.  N.  P. 
Cases,  296,  it  was  held  that  sending  a  threatening 
letter  to  A.  B.,  threatening  to  burn  a  house  of  which 
he  is  owner,  but  which  is  let  by  him  to  and  occupied 
by  a  tenant,  is  not  an  ofience  within  the  meaning  of 
those  words. 

Alderson  B. — But  for  that  case  I  should  have  thought 
the  construction  of  the  statute  was  ^^  any  of  the  houses 
of  any  of  Her  Majesty's  subjects." 

Gurdon.  The  party  to  whom  the  letter  is  sent 
must  be  the  party  threatened. 

Alderson  B. — Therefore  if  a  man  sends  a  letter  to 

VOL.    I.  D 
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1844.       me  threatening  to  murder  my  infant  child,  it  would 
Mich.  T.     be  no  oflfence  under  that  Act  ? 

OuMWAOE'B  Gurdon.  No.  The  fear  must  be  fear  operating  on 
the  mind  of  the  party  threatened.  Had  the  prisoner 
actually  burnt  the  houses,  &c.,  instead  of  only  threat- 
ening^  could  they  have  been  described  as  the  property 
of  Sir  /.  a.  Rowley  ?  The  rule  of  law  in  cases  of  burg- 
lary and  arson  requires  the  house  to  be  the  house  of 
the  party  actually  dwelling  therein.  The  same  rule 
must  hold  good  in  the  present  case. 

As  to  the  second  count. 

There  was  no  sending  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act. 
The  letter  was  shown  to  Sir  J.  M.  Rowley  and  to 
Brown.  It  was  not  sent  or  delivered.  There  is  a  clear 
distinction  between  sending  and  showing.  To  satisfy 
the  full  meaning  of  the  word  sending^  the  party  threat- 
ened must  receive  the  letter  unopened^  and  so  feel  the 
whole  alarm  which  a  man  would  naturally  feel  on 
opening  such  a  letter. 

Aldbrson  B. — ^Was  not  the  act  complete  by  his 
dropping  it  ?     Is  not  that  a  sending  it  ? 

Cfurdon.    No ;  there  must  be  a  coming  to  the  party. 

Aldbrson  B. — Was  it  not  sent  to  Sir/.  R.  Rowley^ 
when  dropped  with  the  intention  of  reaching  him, 
provided  it  actually  does  go  forward  to  him  ? 

Gurdon.  Paddles  case,  R.  &  R.,  Cr.  C,  p.  484. 
That  case  decides  that  it  must  be  delivered  to  the  party. 
The  words  there  used  "delivered  to  RodwelV'  cannot 
mean  delivered  with  the  contents  open,  but  unopened. 

Patteson  J. — Wagstaffe's  case,  R.  &  R.,  Cr.  C, 
398f  seems  to  come  the  nearest  to  it. 

Aldbrson  B. — There  it  is  not  put  on  its  reaching 
the  man. 

Patteson  J. — No;  for  his  wife  read  it  to  him. 

Gurdon  then  contended  that  the  sending  was  rather 
the  act  of  Inglish  than  of  the  prisoner. 
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Patteson  J. — I  can't  see  how,  if  I  write  a  letter  and       1844. 


dtliTcr  it  to  A.  and  he  delivers  it  to  the  person  ad-     Mich.  T. 
dressed,  it  can  be  said  that  A.  sent  it.  GrimwTde's 

Lord  DmiMAN.— Or  that  I  did  not.  ^^^' 

Overend  replied. 

Lord  Denman  then  gave  judgment.  We  have  only 
to  consider  the  meaning  of  the  word  '  *  send."  Whether 
the  bearer  is  or  is  not  aware  of  the  purport  of  the  thing 
he  is  carrying  is  quite  immaterial.  It  was  properly 
left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  dropping  was  a 
sending.  It  must  be  understood  that  we  proceed  en- 
tirely on  the  second  count. 


REGINA  V.  HENRY  VIVIAN,  JUN.  i844,  _ 

Mich  T. 

The  prisoner  was  convicted  before  Mr.  Justice  Patte-  ,^^  7— 

10  A      .  /.       x^  If    A  .         Thefollow- 

san^  at  the  Summer  Assizes  tor  Uamwall,  for  uttering  ing  forg^ed 
on  the  25th  May,  1844,  a  forged  warrant  and  order  S?rd"er 
for  payment  of  money,  as  follows : —  ^^^  circum. 

8t&HC6S    to  1)6 

**  Mr.  Martin  will  be  pleased  to  send  by  the  bearer  a  warrant  or 
10/.  on  Mr.  Hodge's  account,  as  Mr.  Hodge  is  very  Jaymem  o^ 
bad  in  bed  and  cannot  come  himself.  ™m^^' 

Martin  Ralph,  Foreman.       /in  will  be 

St.  Austell,  Vonndry."  Pj^-j^^ 

ta6  bcarpr 

with  intent  to  defraud  Edward  Coode  and  others.  10^  on  Mr. 

Hodge^s  ac- 

Mr.  Martin  was  clerk  to  Messrs.  Coode,  bankers,  HXcrs"^^ 
with  whom  Mr.  John  Hodge,  kept  an  account.    Hodge  ^a^  in  bed, 

and  can*« 

was  ill  in  bed  on  25th  Mai/y  which  was  on  a  Saturday,  not  come 
his  usual  pay  day.     It  was  the  duty  of  Ralph,  the  (gjl*^^^^^ 
foreman  to  pay  Hodge's  labourers — but  he  had  no  Martin 
general  authority  to  draw  money.     He  had  once  in  Foreman. 
January  preceding,  drawn  a  checque  which  Mr.  Hodge  p^^^dr'*^' 
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1844,  adopted,  but  he  had  not  given  him  any  authority  to 
Mich.  T.  draw  this  checque.  It  was  not  in  Ralph's  handwriting 
Vivian's  — nor  had  he  authorized  any  one  to  draw  it — nor  had 
Hodge.  It  did  not  appear  positively  how  Hodges 
account  stood  on  the  25th  May — it  was  usually  settled 
half-yearly — but  Martin  paid  the  amount  without 
h(^sitation,  and  stated  that  his  impression  was  that 
the  account  wiais  in  ffodge^s  favour. 

Mr.  Merwale  objected  that  this  was  not  a  warrant  or 
order  for  payment  of  money  and  cited  : 

1  Moody 231,  R.w.  Baker. 

Russ  &  Ryan  ...  161,  ^.  v.  Ravenscroft. 

2  Moody 210,  R.  v.  Thorn. 

2  Moody 268,  R.  v.  Roberts. 

2  East's  PI.  Crown  938,     R.  v.  Clinch. 

The  learned  Judge  respited  the  judgment,  and  re- 
quested the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  whether  the  instru- 
ment was,  under  the  circumstances,  a  warrant  or  order 
for  payment  of  money. 

This  case  was  considered  by  Lord  Denman  C.  J., 
Pollock  C.  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Coleridge  J.,  Colt- 
man  J.,  Rolfe  B.,  Erle  J.,  Platt  B.  The  convic- 
tion was  held  to  be  right ;  Coleridge  J.,  dubitante. 


1844.  REGINA  r.  WILLIAM  NEALE. 

Mich.  T. 

The  prisoner  ^^^  prisoner  was  tried  before  Rolfe  B.,  at  the 
was  indicted  Chester  Summer  Assizes,  1844,  on  an  indictment 
QGeo.  4,  C.31,  which  charged  him  with  carnally  knowing  and  abus- 

8.  17>  for  car- 
nally know- 
ing and  abusing  a  girl  above  ten  and  below  twelve  years  of  age— (a  misdemeanor). 
There  was  evidence  that  the  act  was  done  by  force  and  against  her  will.    The  jury 
found  the  prisoner  guilty.    Held  conviction  right. 
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ing  Ann  Smithy  a  girl  above  ten,  and  below  twelve       ^8^^- 
years  of  age.  ^|^*  ^' 

The   case   was  clearly  proved,  but  the  girl  Ann     Ncalk's 
Smithy  in  answer  to  a  question  put  to  her  in  her  cross- 
examination,  said  that  she  did  not  consent  to  the  act  of 
the  prisoner,  and  that  he  effected  his  purpose  by  force 
and  against  her  will. 

On  this  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  contended  that 
the  prisoner  was  entitled  to  be  acquitted  as  the  offence 
amounted  to  a  rape. 

The  learned  Baron  thought  not,  but  the  jury  in 
answer  to  a  question  put  to  them  by  the  learned  Baron 
after  they  had  returned  their  verdict,  said  they  were 
of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  did  effect  his  purpose  by 
force,  and  against  the  child's  will.  The  learned  Baron 
requested  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  whether  this  con- 
viction was  right 

The  old  Statutes  were    3  JSd.  ] ,  c.  13. 

13  Ed.  1,  c.  34. 
18  miz.  c.  7,  s.  1—4. 
These  were  all  repealed  by  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  s.  1,  and 
the  law  now  depends  on  sections  16  and  17  of  that 
last-mentioned  statute. 

On  Nov.  16,  1844,  this  case  was  considered  by  all 
the  Judges,  except  Patteson  J.,  Alderson  B.  and 
Erle  J.  They  were  all  of  opinion  that  the  conviction 
was  right. 
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1844.  THE  QUEEN  v.  GEORGE  ADAMS  AND 


Mich^T-  CHARLES  HADEN. 

A.  went  to 

andsaid'he  The  prisoDer,  Gcorge  AdamSj  was  tried  before  Mr. 

from  (Tfor  •^"®*^^®   Coltman^  at  the  Summer  Assizes,  1844,  for 

some  hams,  Wm'wickshire^  for  stealing  a  quantity  of  bacon  and 

the 'same  liams,  and  Charles  Haden  for  receiving  them  knowing 

time  pro-  them  to  be  stolen. 

duced  a  note 

in  the  follow-  It  was  proved  that  the  prisoner  Adams  came  to  the 
•°Havethe  ^^^P  ^^  ^^^  Aston^  and  said  he  had  come  from  Mr. 
ffoodness  to    Barker  for  some  hams  and  bacon,  and  at  the  same  time 

^ive  tne  ' 

hearer  ten      produced  a  note  in  the  following  terms : — 

good  thick 

bf^'°^  d  "  Have  the  goodness  to  give  the  bearer  ten  good 

four  Kood  thick  sides  of  bacon,  and  four  good  showy  hams  at  the 
at  th/lowest  'owest  price.  I  shall  be  in  town  on  Thursday  next, 
price.  Ishau  and  will  call  and  pay  you.     Your's  respectfully, 

be  m  town  on  r  j  j  r  j^ 

Thursday  T.  PaRKER." 

nejrt,  and  will 

call  and  pay  Aston,  believing  the  note  to  be  the  genuine  note  of 
licC."^^  "  Mr.  Parker t  who  occasionally  dealt  with  him,  deli- 
dehve^red^e  ^^^^^  ^^®  hams  to  Adams^  and  they  were  afterwards 
hams  to  A.  received  and  sold  by  HadeUj  under  circumstances 
forged,  and     which  showed  Sufficiently  a  guilty  knowledge  on  his 

A.  had  no        nart 

such  autho-  , 

rityfromC,  It  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the  prisoners,  on 
not  guilty  of  the  authority  of  Atkinsons  case,  2  Russ.  p.  117, 
larceny.         ^2nd  edit.)  (a),  that  the  offence  did  not  amount  to 

larceny,  and  the  learned  Judge  was  of  that  opinion. 
The  following  cases  were  referred  to  on  the  other  side ; 
Rex  V.  Campbelly  Moody's  Cr.  Ca.  179 ;  Hex  v.  Gil- 
bert, Id.  185;  Hex  v.  Pratty  Id.  250;  HenclCs  case, 
2  Russ.  120  (2nd  edit.)  (&),  and  a  case  was  cited  in 
which  it  was  said,  that  Baron  Parke  had  held  such  a 
case  to  amount  to  larceny. 

(a)  3rd  Ed.  p.  34.  (6)  3rd  Ed.  p.  41. 


Gate. 
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The  learned  Jadge,  therefore,  left  the  case  to  the  1844. 
jury,  who  found  both  the  prisoners  guilty,  but  the  Mich.T. 
learned  Judge  forebore  to  pass  sentence.  Adam's 

There  was  also  a  separate  indictment  against 
Adams  for  uttering  the  forged  order,  on  which  he 
received  sentence. 

The  opinion  of  the  Judges  was  requested,  whether 
the  offence  of  Adams  was  a  larceny. 

Nov.  16,  1844.  This  case  was  considered  by  all  the 
Judges,  except  Patteson  J.,  Alderson  B.,  and 
Erle  J. ;  they  were  all  of  opinion  that  the  convic* 
tion  was  wrong. 


THE  QUEEN  t;.  ANN  WILLIAMS  AND 

JOHN  REES.  -^ 

The  prisoners  were  tried  before  Mr.  Baron  Rolfet  at  by  a.  to  L- 
the  Summer  Assizes,  held  at  Cardiff,  1844,  on  an  ™2^B 
indictment  which  charged  them  with  feloniously  at-  through  the 
tempting  to  administer  to  one  Thomas  Vaughan  a  SSSrsttch  * 
large  quantity  of  a  certainly  deadly  poison,  called  jjj^"  j^^ 
white  arsenic,  with  intent  to  kill  and  murder  him.  Cwouldhava 

been  the  sole 
principal 
febn  (had  the  poieon  been  administered),  and  A.  an  accessary  before  the  fact,  is  not  such 
ai  attempt  as  renders  A.  liable  to  be  indicted  under  the  stat  7  Wm.  4,  and  1  Vict. 
c  85,  8.  3.  (a) 

(a)  7  Wm,  4,  and  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  3 :  "  Whosoever  shall  attempt  to  administer  to  any 
oerson  any  poison,  or  other  destructive  thing,  or  shall  shoot  at  any  person,  or  shall,  by 
drawing  a  trigger,  or  in  any  other  manner  attempt  to  discharge  any  kind  of  loaded  arms 
at  any  person,  or  shall  attempt  to  drown,  suffocate,  or  strangle  any  person,  with  intent, 
in  any  of  the  cases  aforesaid,  to  commit  the  crime  of  murder,  shall,  although  no  bodUy 
injury  be  effected,  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  being  convicted  thereof,  shall  be  liable  at  d^e 
discretion  of  the  Court,  to  be  transported  beyond  the  seas  for  the  term  of  his  or  her 
natural  life,  or  for  any  term  not  less  than  fifteen  years,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term 
not  exceeding  three  years.'' 
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1844.      There  was  a  second  count,  charging  the  prisoners  in 

Mch.T.     like  manner,  with  attempting  to  administer  poison  to 

Williams's  Mary  Vaughan  with  intent  to  kill  and  murder  her ; 

^''®'       and  a  third  count  charging  them  with  an  attempt  to 

administer  poison  to  both  Thomas  and   Mary  with 

intent  to  kill  and  murder  both. 

The  two  prisoners  cohabited  together,  the  female 
prisoner  being  a  daughter  of  Mary  Vaughan.  In  the 
month  of  May  last,  the  prisoners  procured  some 
arsenic,  and  gave  it  in  a  paper  to  a  man  named 
Richard  Edwards,  informing  him  that  it  was  poison, 
and  that  they  wanted  to  kill  Vaughan  and  his  wife. 
They  gave  directions  to  Edwards  to  keep  the  arsenic 
in  the  palm  of  his  hand,  and  to  go  to  Vaughan^ s  house, 
two  or  three  miles  distant,  and  there  call  for  a  pint  of 
beer,  which  he  and  the  Vaughans  were  to  drink 
together,  and  after  having  done  so,  he  was  to  call  for 
another  pint,  and  take  an  opportunity  of  slipping 
the  arsenic  into  it,  unobserved  by  the  Vaughans,  to 
whom  he  was  to  hand  it,  that  they  might  drink  it  and 
be  poisoned.  They  gave  Edwards  fivepence  for  his 
services,  and  told  him  if  he  succeeded  he  should 
never  want ;  for  all  in  the  Vaughans*  house  belonged 
to  the  prisoner  Ann. 

Edwards  immediately  proceeded  to  the  house  of 
the  Vaughans,  gave  up  the  poison,  and  told  them  all 
which  had  passed.  He  was  a  man  apparently  of  rather 
weak  intellects,  but  gave  his  evidence  in  a  very  clear 
and  collected  manner,  and  was  certainly  perfectly 
aware  that,  if  he  had  done  as  he  was  directed,  he  must 
have  destroyed  the  Vaughans.  The  jury  found  the 
prisoners  guilty. 

The  learned  Baron  respited  the  judgment,  in  order 
to  consult  the  Judges  on  the  point :  whether  the  fore- 
going facts  warrant  the  conviction  of  the  prisoners  for 
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an  attempt  to  administer  the  poison.     He  would  have       1844."' 
been  the  sole  principal  felorij  and  the  prisoners  would     Mich.  T. 
have  been  accessaries  before  the  fact.     The  question  Williams's 
was,  whether  the  delivery  of  poison  to  an  agent,  with       ^"*- 
directions  to  him  to  cause  it  to  be  administered  to 
another,  under  such  circumstances,  that  (if  adminis- 
tered) the  agent  would  have  been  the  sole  principal 
felon  is  an  attempt  to  administer  within  the  third  sect, 
of  the  1st  Vict.c.  85. 

On  the  16th  Nov.  1844,  all  the  Judges,  except 
Patteson  J.,  Alderson  B.  and  Erle  J.,  met  to  con- 
sider this  case,  and  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that 
the  conviction  was  wrong. 


{WINTER  ASSIZES,  1844.) 

REGINA  t;.  JOHN  KENYON 
WlNTERBO^rrOM. 


1844. 


Mich.T. 


This  case  was  tried  before  Mr.  Baron  Gumey  at  the 
Assizes  held  at  Chester  in  the  Winter  of  1844.  diJSe^i^de 

The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged  that  the  ^yableU)A., 
prisoner  on  the  4th  January,  1840,  at  the  castle  at  or  order  ' 
Chester,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  having  in  his  cus-  ^^1^^ 
^ody  and  his  possession  a  certain  bill  of  exchange,  mentcharged 
^hich  said  bill  of  exchange  is  as  follows : —  soner  foiled 

on  the  back 

£5000.  ''Manchester,  December  20th,  1839.  of  the  said 

*'  At  seven  days'  sight  pay  to  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Isher-  forged  in- 
^ood,  widow,  Mirian  Isherwood,  spinster,  Anne  Mag-  ^^TdT^d 

doltne  Isherwood,  spinster,  also  Anne  Maria  Isher-  forged  in- 
dorsement 

•  was  as  fol- 

^wg :  (naming  one  of  the  executrixes.)    Held-^k  forged  indorsement  within  the  stat. 
^  Gfo.  4,  c.  66,  8.  3. 
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1844,      tooadf  now  the  wife  of  Charles  Bellairs^  esquire,  or 
Winter-    order,  the  executrixes  of  the  late  John  Isherwoodj 

B  OTTO  M  'b 

Case.       esquire,  five  thousand  pounds,  in  full  for  loss  under 
policy  No.  11,012. 

"  To  the  Trustees  of  the  Pelican  W.  J.  Tate/* 

Life  Office,  London." 

He  the  said  prisoner  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  aforesaid,  &c.,  feloniously  did  forge  on  the 
hack  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange  a  certain  indorsement ^ 
which  said  forged  indorsement  is  as  follows,  that  is  to 
say, 

^^  Anne  Magdalene  Isherwoodj** 

with  intent  to  defraud  John  Petty  MtLspratt  and 
others  as  trustees  of  the  Pelican  Life  Office,  against 
the  statute  of  the  peace,  &c. 

Second  count. — ^That  the  prisoner  having  in  his  cus- 
tody and  possession  a  certain  other  bill  of  exchange, 
which  said  last  mentioned  bill  of  exchange  is  as  follows, 
that  is  to  say, 

(as  set  out  in  the  1st  count) 

on  the  hack  of  which  said  last  mentioned  hill  of  ex- 
change was  then  and  there  written  a  certain  forged 
indorsement  of  the  said  last  mentioned  hill  ofexchangCj 
which  said  last  mentioned  forged  indorsement  is  as 
follows,  that  is  to  say, 

**  Anne  Magdalene  Isherwoodj** 

he  the  said  prisoner  well  knowing  the  premises  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  feloniously  did  offer ^ 
utter ^  dispose  of  and  put  off  the  said  last  mentioned 
forged  indorsement  of  the  said  last  mentioned  bill  of 
exchange,  with  intent  to  defraud  the  said  John  Petty 
Muspratt  and  others,  as  trustees  of  the  Pelican  Life 
Office,  he  the  said  prisoner  at  the  time  he  so  ofiered, 
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uttered,  disposed  of  and  put  off  said  last  mentioned       1844. 
forged  instrument  then  and  there,  well  knowing  said     Winter- 
last  mentioned  indorsement  to  be  forged,  against  the      ^cas^ 
statute,  &c. 

Third  and  fourth  counts.  Similar  to  first  and  second, 
with  intent  to  defraud  Abraham  Wildey  Robarts  and 
others. 

Fifth  and  sixth  counts.  Similar  to  first  and  second, 
with  intent  to  defraud  John  Jackson. 

Seventh  and  eighth  counts.  Similar  to  first  and 
second,  with  intent  to  defrand  Anne  Magdalene  Isher- 
wood  and  others,  executrixes  of  the  last  will  and  testa- 
ment of  one  John  Isherwood,  deceased. 

Ninth  count.  That  the  prisoner  having  in  his  cus- 
tody and  possession  a  certain  other  bill  of  exchange  for 
the  sum  of  £5000, 

(omitting  to  set  out  the  bill) 

did  forge  on  the  back  of  the  said  last  mentioned  bill  on 
a  certain  indorsement, 

(as  in  the  first  count) 

and  with  the  like  intent. 

Tenth  count.  For  uttering  certain  forged  indorse- 
ment, with  the  like  intent. 

Eleventh  and  twelfth  counts.  Similar  to  ninth 
and  tenth  counts,  only  charging  the  intent  to  be  to 
defraud  Abraham  Wildey  Robarts  and  others. 

Thirteenth  and  fourteenth  counts.  Similar  to  the 
ninth  and  tenth,  with  intent  to  defraud  John  Jackson. 

Fifteenth  and  sixteenth  counts.  Similar  to  the 
ninth  and  tenth,  with  intent  to  defraud  Anne  Magda- 
Ime  Isherwood  and  others,  as  executrixes  of  the  said 
John-  Isherwood  deceased. 

The  prisoner  was  an  attorney  at  Stockport  in  consi- 
derable business,  and  had  maintained  an  excellent 
character. 
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1844.  He  was  confidential  attorney  to  the  late  Mr.  Isher- 

~  WiOTKR-"  iworf,  of  Marple  Hall,  who  died  in  May,  1839,  leaving 

^^se**'^    a  widow  and  three  daughters  executrixes  to  his  will, 

and  a  gentleman  as  executor,  who  never  took  out 

probate.     Mr.  Isherwood  had  insured  his  life  in  the 

Pelican  Office  for  £5000. 

The  probate  to  Mrs.  Isherwood  and  the  daughters 
was  taken  out  early  in  December^  and  the  prisoner, 
without  their  instruction  or  knowledge,  made  applica- 
tion to  the  office  for  payment.  He  had  possession  of 
the  policy,  and  producing  that  and  the  probate  to 
Mr.  TatCj  the  agent  of  the  office,  it  was  settled  that 
payment  should  be  made.  Mr.  Tate  proposed  that 
the  mode  of  payment  should  be  by  his  drawing  a  bill 
upon  the  office,  and  the  executrixes  indorsing  the  bill ; 
this  was  arranged,  and  Mr.  Tate  drew  the  bill  and 
gave  it  to  the  prisoner  to  procure  the  indorsement  of 
the  executrixes. 

This  was  on  the  20th  December.'^ About  the  3rd 
January y  1840,  the  bill  was  paid  by  the  prisoner  into 
the  bank  at  Stockport,  with  which  he  kept  an  account, 
with  the  apparent  indorsements  of  Mrs.  Islierwood 
and  her  three  daughters  (among  them  the  one  named 
in  the  indictment),  and  his  own  indorsement  after 
theirs,  and  it  was  on  that  day  placed  to  his  account ; 
and  he  instantly  began  drawing  upon  it,  on  that  day 
£2450  (several  other  drafts  before  the  bill  became 
due),  and  in  the  course  of  the  month  to  the  amount  of 
upwards  of  £4600. 

The  manager  and  public  officer  of.  the  Stockport 
bank  was  John  Jackson ;  he  indorsed  the  bill  and  re- 
mitted it  to  the  house  of  Jones  Lloyd  Sf  Co.j  London. 

The  acceptance  of  Musprati  and  Clark  was  ob- 
tained, and  the  bill  was  paid  to  Jones  Lloyd  ^  Co. 
by  Robarts  §f  Co.j  and  Jones  Lloyd  Sf  Co.  carried  it  to 
the  credit  of  the  Stockport  bank. 
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The  forgery  of  the  name  of  Anne  Magdalene  Isher-      1844. 
wood  was  clearly  proved,  and  it  appeared  that  the    Wintb»- 

,  *  ,  BOTTOM  S 

whole  transaction  was  without  the  knowledge  of  any  Case. 
one  of  the  execotrixes,  the  prisoner  amusing  them  from 
time  to  time,  when  they  were  inquiring  about  the 
money,  with  the  pretence  that  it  was  necessary  to  take 
out  a  Canterbury  probate,  and  the  offices  in  the  mean 
time  were  allowing  interest. 

In  the  Summer  of  1840,  the  discovery  of  the  forgery 
was  made ;  a  warrant  issued  to  apprehend  the  pri- 
soner, but  he  absconded,  and  was  not  taken  till  the 
month  of  September  last. 

It  appeared  in  the  course  of  the  evidence,  that  the 
title  of  the  Pelican  Office  was  misdescribed  in  the  bill 
of  exchange,  which  description  is  followed  in  the 
indictment. 

The  title  of  the  office,  as  appeared  by  the  policy,  is 
**  Pelican  Life  Insurance  Company." 

Mr.  Mugpratt  and  Mr.  Clarky  who  accepted  a  bill, 
were  proved  to  be  two  of  the  managers  or  directors, 
who  were  elected  annually,  and  the  clerk  said  they  all 
acted  as  trustees.  Mr.  Jerms  and  Mr.  Wehhy  took 
the  several  objections. 

The  learned  Baron,  before  whom  the  case  was  tried, 
observed,  that  the  fourth  appeared  to  him  to  be 
founded  on  a  misapprehension  of  the  evidence. 

There  was  no  evidence  of  any  direction  by  the  pri- 
soner to  send  the  bill  up  to  London  for  acceptance  and 
payment;  there  was  nothing  more  than  deposit  of  the 
bill,  placing  to  his  credit,  and  drawing  upon  it 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty;  the  learned 
Baron  forebore  to  pass  sentence,  and  reserved  the  case 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges. 

Objections. 
I.  That  the  bill  of  exchange  mentioned  in  the  in- 
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1844.  dictment  being  made  payable  to  Mrs.  JSlizabeth  Isher* 
WiKTBR.  wood^  and  Mirian  Isherwood^  Anne  Magdalene  Isher^ 
GaM^  woody  and  Anna  Maria  Iskertcoodj  or  order,  the  exe- 
cutrixes of  John  Iskerwoodj  was  negotiable  only  upon 
indorsement  by  all  the  said  payees^  and  therefore  that 
the  forgery  of  one  of  the  said  names  was  not  a  forged 
indorsement  of  said  bill  alleged  in  this  indictment. 

2.  As  to  the  counts  charging  an  intent  to  defraud 
certain  persons  as  trustees  of  the  Pelican  Life  Office, 
that  by  such  allegation  the  latter  words  are  made  ma- 
terial, and  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  title  of  the 
company  was  not  "The  Pelican  Life  Office*'  but 
"  The  Pelican  Life  Insurance  Company.** 

3.  As  ta  the  coimtt  charging  the  intent  to  defraud 
A^  W.  Robarts  and  others,  that  they  were  not  proved, 
inasmuch  as  Messrs.  Robarts  Sf  Co.  were  merely  the 
agents  of  the  insurance  company  to  pay  the  bill,  after 
its  having  been  accepted  by  the  directors  on  behalf  of 
the  company  with  the  forged  indorsement  thereon,  and 
therefore  they  could  not  be  liable  upon  the  bill,  or 
otherwise  in  respect  of  it,  by  reason  of  the  forgery. 

4.  As  to  the  counts  chaining  an  intent  to  defraud 
John  Jackson^  that  they  were  not  proved,  inasmuch  aa, 
according  to  the  evidence,  the  bill  was  delivered  by 
the  prisoner  to  John  Jackson  merely  as  the  agent  of 
the  prisoner,  to  procure  the  acceptance  thereof  by  the 
insurance  company. 

5.  As  to  the  counts  charging  an  intent  to  defraud 
the  executrixes — 

1.  That  if  the  indorsement  by  the  prisoner  was 
without  authority,  and  so  a  forgery,  the  executrixes 
could  not  be  defrauded,  because  the  insurance  com- 
pany would  nevertheless  be  liable  to  them  for  the 
amount  of  the  policy. 

2.  That  the  description  **  as  executrixes,  &c."  was 
material  as  laid,  and  it  appeared  that  there  was  also  an 
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execator  named  in  the  will,  although   it  was   not      1844. 
proved  by  him.  Wintbr- 

On  the  evening  of  1  ithFebruart/y  1845,this  case  was     "*  qSIL"** 
ai^ed  at  Serjeants'  Inn  before  eleven  of  the  Judges ; 
Alderson  B.,  Williams  J.,   Maulb  J.,  and  Wight- 
man  J.,  were  not  present 

Welshy  for  the  prisoner. 

The  case  will  be  decided  on  the  first  objection »  viz., 
that  the  forgery  of  one  of  the  names  was  not  a  forged 
indorsement  of  the  said  bill.  The  indictment  is 
framed  on  stat.  1  Geo.  4,  c.  66,  s.  3.  (a)  The  indorse- 
ment there  mentioned  means  such  an  indorsement  as, 
if  genuine,  would  be  valid ;  it  must  be  such  as  might 
both  in  law  and  fact  defraud.  The  first  question  is,, 
can  one  co-executor  bind  the  other  co-executors  by  his 
indorsement  ?  A  co-executor  may  deal  with  assets  so 
as  to  bind  his  co-executors ;  but  this  bill  is  not  assets, 
though  the  amount  of  it  when  recovered  would  be. 
An  indorsement  by  an  executor  binds  himself  person- 
ally, not  the  assets  in  his  hands.  In  R.  v.  Thorn, 
1  T.  It  489,  Buller  J.  says,  '*  If  executors  indorse  at 
all,  they  are  liable  personally,  and  not  as  executors ; 
for  their  indorsement  would  not  give  an  action  againsft 
the  effects  of  the  testator."     Therefore  this  indorse- 

(c)  Sect  a. — ^And  be  it  enacted,  that  if  any  person  shall  forge  or  alter, 
or  shall  offer,  utter,  dispose  of,  or  put  off,  knowing  the  same  to  be  forged 
or  altered,  any  exchequer  bill,  or  eichequer  debenture,  or  any  indorse- 
ment on,  assignment  of  any  exchequer  bill,  or  exchequer  debenture,  or 
any  bond  nnaer  the  common  seal  of  the  United  Company  of  Merchants 
of  Eoglaiid,  trading  to  the  East  Indies,  commonly  called  an  East  India 
bond  or  any  indorsement  on,  or  assignment  of  any  East  India  bond,  or 
UT  note  or  bill  c^  exchange,  of  the  Uovemor  and  Company  of  the  Bank 
of  England,  commonly  called  a  bank  note,  a  bank  bill  of  exchange,  or  a 
Wok  post  bill,  or  any  indorsement  on,  or  assignment  of  any  bank  note, 
nnk  Dill  of  exchange,  or  bank  post  bill,  or  any  wills,  settlement,  codicil, 
or  testamentary  writing,  or  any  oill  of  exchange,  or  any  promissory  note 
^  the  payment  of  money,  or  any  indorsement  on,  or  assignment  of  any  bUl 
^adUmge,  or  promissory  note  for  the  pajrment  of  money,  or  any  accept- 
ance of  any  bill  of  exchange,  or  any  undertaking,  warrant,  or  order  for 
the  payment  of  money,  with  ifUent,  in  any  of  the  cases  qforesaid,  to  defraud 
^person  whatsoever,  every  such  offender  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and, 
wang  convicted  thereof,  shall  suffer  death  as  a  felon. 
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1844.  ment  is  not  within  the  above  principle.  Here  the 
Winter,  indorsement  of  one  name  is  no  indorsement  at  all,  for 
"^Cm^*  it  would  not  transfer  the  property  in  the  bill.  "If  a 
bill  or  note  be  payable  to  several  persons  not  in  part- 
nership, the  right  to  transfer  is  in  all  collectively,  not 
in  any  individually;  and  an  indorsement  by  and  in 
the  name  of  one  only  will  not  give  the  indorsee  a  right 
to  sue."  {Bayley  on  Bills,  6th  ed.  52.)  If  it  would 
not  give  a  right  of  action  against  all  the  four  payees, 
it  would  not  against  one.  There  is  no  count  for  an 
intent  to  defraud  the  payees  personally ;  but  the  in- 
dorsement, if  good  at  all,  would  render  the  payees 
liable  personally,  not  as  executors.  (^ChildsY,  Monyns^ 
2  Brod,  &  B.  460.)  Here  the  very  form  of  the  bill 
required  the  indorsement  of  all  the  four  payees,  for  it 
is  made  payable  to  them  "  executrixes,"  not  as  "  exe- 
cutrixes." The  addition  executrixes  is  matter  of  de* 
scription,  and  must  be  proved  as  laid.  To  make  this 
a  good  indorsement  there  must  be  a  genuine  indorse- 
ment of  all  four  names.  If  three  were  genuine,  and 
one  forged,  it  would  be  a  forged  indorsement ;  but  not 
where  there  is  a  single  indorsement,  as  here. 

If  the  prisoner  is  liable  at  all  on  this  indictment,  be 
must  be  so  as  an  indorser.  He  cannot  be  treated  as  a 
drawer.  For  the  indorsement  being  in  blank  is,  if 
viewed  as  a  new  drawing,  a  drawing  of  a  bill  payable 
to  bearer,  whereas  the  bill  set  out  in  the  indictment  is 
a  bill  payable  to  order.  So  if  the  indorsement  be 
treated  as  a  drawing  it  will  be  of  another  bill  than 
that  set  out.  (^Burmester  v.  Hogarth,  1 1  M.  &  W.  100.) 
An  indorsement  must  be  such  as  will  transfer  the  whole 
title  as  given  in  the  bill.  The  statute  speaks  of  ''  an 
indorsement  on  or  an  assignment  of  any  bill,  &c.  ;" 
clearly  showing  that  the  indorsement  must  be  such  as 
will  amount  to  a  valid  assignment  of,  and  will  transfer 
the  entire  property  in  the  bill. 
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Vaughan  Williams  for  the  Crown.  1844. 

The  indictment  follows  the  terms  of  the  statute.  Wintkb- 
The  prisoner  forged  on  the  back  of  the  bill  an  indorse-  °  Caae. 
ment  of  it.  He  is,  therefore,  guilty  of  foi^ng  an  in- 
darsement  of  a  bill  of  exchange.  The  only  question  is 
this — Is  this  an  indorsement  of  a  bill  of  exchange  ?  It 
is  clearly  some  indorsement.  Would  not  it  be  said  that 
one  of  these  executors  had  indorsed  the  bill  ?  If  there 
is  an  indorsement  which  will  satisfy  the  indorsement 
of  any  one  of  the  executors,  that  is  within  the  statute. 

Lord  Denhan  C.  J. — It  would  almost  seem  as  if  the 
Legislature  had  meant  to  draw  a  distinction  preclud- 
ing that  construction. 

V.  Williams.  Any  indorsement  that  will  bind  any 
one  person  is  sufficient. 

Pollock  C.  B.— *In  Bolland's  case,  1  Leach,  C.  C.  97, 
it  was  held  that  the  indorsement  of  a  stranger's  name 
was  a  foi^ery. 

V.  Williams.  Yes.  That  would  be  within  the  act. 
It  would  be  a  valid  indorsement  and  amount  to  the 
offence.  It  is  conceded  it  must  be  some  valid  in- 
dorsement.  In  R.  v.  Wicks,  R,  &  Ryan,  p.  149,  the 
hill  was  forged,  not  the  indorsement:  but  the  prin- 
ciple to  be  drawn  from  that  case  is, — that  unless  the 
indorsement  may  be  made  available  to  pass  the  bill,  it 
is  insufficient  under  the  act.  The  question  in  the 
narrowest  construction  of  the  act  is  this :  must  the 
prisoner  have  forged  the  names  of  all  the  executrixes  ? 
If  the  parties  were  not  executors,  an  indorsement  of  the 
name  of  any  one  would  be  an  indorsement  within  the 
act.  Suppose  a  bill  payable  to  three  parties  :  a  person 
forges  the  name  of  one,  and  says  he  can  get  the  indorse- 
ments of  the  two  others,  and  does  so  get  them  ;  would 
not  that  be  an  indorsement  ? 

Pollock  C.  B. — Or  an  indorsement  of  any  stranger 
to  the  bill. 

VOL.  I.  E 
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1844.  Wehby.     Then  the  intent  would  be   laid  wrong  ; 

Winter,     for  it  must  be  laid  with  intent  to  defraud  the  party 

bottom's  1  •      r  1 

Caae.       whose  name  is  forged. 

V.  Williams.  An  intent  to  defraud  the  party  on 
whom  this  bill  is  drawn,  viz. :  Jackson,  is  sufficient. 
This  is  a  forged  indorsement ;  for  it  would  lead  the 
banker  to  suppose  that  they  had  the  indorsement  of  a 
person  whom  they  might  sue.  '  Every  indorsement  is 
a  new  drawing.  (Penny  v.  Innes,  I  Cr.,  M.  &  R.  439.) 
Burmester  v.  Hogarthj  11  M.  &  W.  97,  turned  on  the 
question  of  variance.  It  is  immaterial  how  the  party 
whose  name  is  forged  could  be  sued,  whether  as 
drawer  or  indorser.  It  is  sufficient  that  he  might  be 
sued  in  some  character  or  other.  {Jackson  v.  Hudson, 
2  Camp.  447 ;  Hill  v.  Lewis,  1  Salk.  133.) 

Two  propositions  are  made  out :  First,  "  any  in- 
dorsement*' in  the  act,  means  any  such  indorsement  as 
is  usually  called  so.  Secondly,  if  the  act  means  in- 
dorsement in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  such  as 
would  pass  the  bill,  this  indorsement  is  sufficient.  It 
is  clear  that  the  bill  was  given  to  the  payees  in  their 
character  as  executrixes,  for  Mrs.  Bellairs  could  indorse 
only  in  that  character.  {Partridge  v.  Court,  5  Price, 
412.  S.  C.  affirmed  on  error,  7  Price,  691 ;  Heath 
V.  Chilton,  12  M.  &  W.  632  ;  Catherwood  v.  Chabaud, 
1  B.  &  C.  150.)  The  four  payees  might  have  sued 
on  this  bill  as  executrixes,  therefore,  any  one  of  them 
could  have  released  the  action.  They  are  joint  tenants. 
All  the  incidents  of  joint  tenancy  attach.  Any  one  of 
them  might  transfer  the  property. 

Parke  B. — Have  you  any  authority  for  saying  that 
a  bill  paj'able  to  executors  generally,  naming  them, 
could  be  released  by  any  one  of  them  ?(a) 

(a)  David  Smith  v,  Aaron  If  kiting,  9  Massachussets  Rep.  320. 
Cask. — "  For  that  the  said  Aaron,  at  &c.,  on  &c.,  by  his  note  under 
his  hand  of  that  date,  for  value  received,  in  a  debt  due  to  the  estate  of 
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V.  Williafns.     No;  but  it  would  be  so  on  principle.       1844. 


(Sheph.  Touchst.  483-4.)  Wintbr- 

Welsby  replied.  No  authority  has  been  cited  to  '^"cas^^* 
show  that  one  executor  can  indorse  a  bill  so  as  to  bind 
his  co-executors,  at  all  events  not  in  his  own  name 
alone.  An  indorsement  in  the  act  means  such  an 
indorsement  as  will  transfer  the  title  to  the  bill ; 
not  merely  an  indorsement  by  a  stranger,  that  would 
not  be  an  indorsement  of  the  bill.  This  is  matter  of 
description  and  must  be  proved  as  laid. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider ;  and  afterwards 
held  the  conviction  right,  on  the  ground  of  any  in- 
dorsement being  sufficient. 

Ephraim  PoUard,  deceased,  promised  John  Hartwell  and  Mary  PoUard, 
executors  of  the  last  will  of  said  E.  Pollard,  to  uav  them  5CG  dollars  two 
cents,  in  one  year  from  date,  with  interest ;  ana  the  said  John,  who  acted 
as  executor  as  aforesaid,  afterwards  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  by  his  indorsement 
on  such  note,  under  his  hand,  for  vsdue  received,  ordered  the  contents 
thereof  then  due  and  unpaid,  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  of  all  which 
the  said  Aaron,  then  and  there  had  due  notice,  and  therefrom  became 
liable  to  pay  the  same  to  the  plaintiff.    Yet  though  requested,  &c. 

The  ddiendant  demurred  generally  to  the  declaration,  and  the  plaintiff 
joined  in  demurrer. 

ChieheringiD.  sujpport  of  the  demurrer,  cited  the  cases  ofBetts  v.  MUchel, 
10  Mod.  315;  Ord  v.  Fenwick,  3  East,  104;  Hosier  v.  W.  Arundel, 
3  B.  &  P.  7.  J-  Richardson  for  the  plaintiff,  cited  the  cases  of  RawUn- 
son  ▼.  Stone,  3  Wils.  1,  and  King  v.  Thorn,  1  T.  R  487. 

The  Court  observed  that,  having  looked  into  the  cases  cited  in  argu- 
ment, they  were  satisfied  that  the  de&ndant  must  prevail.  The  question  is, 
whether  one  of  two  executors  is  competent  to  trantfer  by  indorsement  a 
negotiable  promissory  note,  made  to  the  two  in  their  character  of  executors. 
Tie  promisees  not  being  co-partners,  had  each  but  a  moiety.  One,  there- 
fore, could  not  assign  the  whole;  nor  was  it  competent  for  him  to  assign  his 
woiety. 


E    2 
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^^^^-      REGINA  V.  PAUL  DOWNING  AND  CHARLES 

POWYS- 

A.  Sc  B.  in-  Paul  Downihg  and  Charles  Powys  were  tried  before 

mui?e/o'f*a  ^^-  Justice  Coltman  at  the  last  Special  Session  of  Oyer 

bjr  shooting  and  Terminer  and  gaol  delivery  for  the  county  of 

gSS.'lJfirst  StaflTord,  for  the  murder  of  a  person  named  Cooper, 

charo^as*^  by  shooting  him  with  a  gun. 

principal  in         In  the  first  count  of  the  indictment  Paul  Dovming 

B.aap^nt,  ^as  charged  as  a  principal  in  the  first  degree,  Powys 

^\^  ^'w  ^^^°&  present,  aiding  and  abetting  Downing. 

In  second  In  the  second  count j  Powys  was  charged  as  principal 

principal  in  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  degree,  Downing  as  present,  aiding  and 

first  degree,  abetting    Powys.     The    jury    found    both   prisoners 

A.  as  aiding  .  o     j  r  ^ 

and  abetting,  guilty,  but  added,  that  they  were  not  satisfied  which 
connict^  ^^  ^b®  prisoners  fired  the  gun,  but  were  satisfied  that 
^^d'thU*  one  of  them  fired  the  gun,  and  that  the  other  was 
they  were  not  present,  aiding  and  abetting.  The  learned  Judge 
wWchfired*^  told  the  jury  (referring  to  the  doctrine  of  1  Hale, 
*S®§'>'*-_.      463,  (a)  that  it  was  immaterial  whose  hand  it  was 

Heftiy  1,  That     i_/»ji  .^1  •/•ii  *• 

the  iury  were  that  fired  the  gun,  if  they  were  satisfied  that  one  of 

find iSeprU  ^^  *^^  ^^^^  ^^  S^^j  ^°^  *^^'  the  Other  was  present, 
soners  gnilty  aiding  and  abetting.     It  was  hereupon  submitted  by 

of  one  or 

other  of  the  the  prisoner's  counsel,  that  the  prisoners  being  charged 
^^(AfaiSf^J.  differently  in  the  two  counts  of  the  indictment^  the  jury 
dissentiente)  must  be  instructed  to  find  them  guilty  on  one  or  other  of 

mat  notWiui*     m  « 

standing  the    the  COUnts  Only. 

wwds^inAe  ^^^  learned  Judge  thought  that,  as  the  evidence 
second  count  equally  supported  either  count  of  the  indictment,  it  was 

both  the 
counts  re- 
lated substantially  to  the  same  person  killed  and  to  one  killing,  and  might  have  been 
transposed  without  any  alteration  of  time  or  meaning. 

(a)  1  Hale,  PI.  Cr.  463.  Although  the  indictments  were,  that  B.  gave  the  stroke,  and  the 
rest  were  present,  aiding  and  assisting,  though  in  truth  C.  gave  the  stroke,  or,  that  it  did 
not  appear  upon  the  evidence,  which  of  them  gave  the  stroke,  but  only  that  it  was  given 
by  one  of  the  rioters,  yet  that  evidence  was  sufficient  to  maintain  the  indictment,  mr  in 
law  it  was  the  stroke  of  all  that  party,  according  to  the  resolution  in  MackaUy's  case, 
9  Co.  Rep.  67.  b. 
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not  necessary  to  give  the  jury  any  such  direction ;  and       1844. 

therefore  told  them  as  before,  that  if  they  were  satis-    Downing^s 

fied  that  one  of  the  two  fired  the  gun,  and  that  the 

other  was  present,  aiding  and  abetting,  they  were  both 

liable  to  be  found  guilty.     The  verdict  was  then  again 

taken  in  the  usual  form ;  the  jury  returned  a  general 

verdict  of  guilty,  and  sentence  of  death  was  thereupon 

passed  upon  the  prisoners.     The  opinion  of  the  Judges 

was  taken,  whether  there  was  any  legal  objection  to 

the  sentence  being  carried  into  effect. 

Thomas  Coltman. 

A.D.  1845,  the  case  was  argued  before  twelve  of  the 
Judges;  Williams  J.,  Rolfe  B.,  and  Erle  J.,  were 
not  present. 

HuddUslon  for  the  prisoner. 

1.  The  jury  should  have  been  directed  to  find  the 
prisoners  guilty  on  one  or  other  of  the  counts  only. 
2.  The  verdict,  as  returned,  is  not  sufficient  to  support 
either  count  taken  separately. 

When  the  indictment  charges  the  same  offence  in 
different  counts,  the  prisoner  has  i^  right  to  have  the 
verdict  given  on  one  count.  The  principle  on  which 
several  counts  are  admissible  in  an  indictment  is,  that 
each  count  contains  a  statement  of  a  distinct  offence, 
and  that  different  offences  may  be  joined  in  one  indict- 
ment. (2  Hale,  PI.  Cr.  p.  173.)  It  is  said  in  the  text 
books  that  every  separate  count  should  charge  the  de- 
fendant as  if  he  had  committed  a  distinct  offence,  and 
that  to  the  supposed  second  and  third  offence  should 
be  prefixed  a  statement  that  the  jury's  super  sacramen* 
turn  mum  ulteriuB  presentanty  ^c.  (1  Chitty,  Cr.  L. 
249  ;  Young  y.TheKing,  3  T.  R.  106,  7,  per  Buller  J. ; 
O'CanneWs  case,  11  Clarke  &  Finelly, /w  Parke  B.) 
The  offence  is  usually  laid  at  a  different  time  in  each 
count,  and  the  word  ^^other^'  iutroduced  before  the 
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1844.  subject  of  the  felony  to  distinguish  it  from  that  in  the 
DowNiNG's  preceding  count.  The  grand  jury  certainly  treat  each 
count  as  distinct ;  they  may  reject  such  as  they  do  not 
think  supported  by  the  evidence,  and  the  prisoner  is 
arraigned  on  those  counts  only  which  have  not  been 
ignored  by  them.  At  that  stage  of  the  proceeding  the 
prisoner  has  a  right  to  treat  such  count  as  a  charge  for 
a  separate  offence,  for  he  may  plead  guilty  to  one,  not 
guilty  to  another,  and  demur  to  a  third.  (See  a  prece- 
dent of  a  piea  to  one  count  of  an  indictment,  and  a 
demurrer  to  another,  4  Chitty,  Cr.  L.  518.)  This  is 
clear  in  the  case  of  several  offences  charged  in  one 
indictment ;  the  question  is,  whether  the  same  rule 
liolds  where  one  offence  is  differently  charged  in 
different  counts?  It  is  said,  that  a  general  verdict  of 
guilty  is  in  that  case  a  finding  the  prisoner  guilty 
of  only  one  offence,  and  that  where  the  sentence  from 
its  very  nature  (as  in  a  capital  case)  can  only  be  once 
inflicted,  the  judgment  will  be  taken  on  error  to  have 
been  given  on  only  one  count ;  or  at  all  events  that  it 
is  immaterial  in  such  a  case  if  one  of  the  counts  were 
bad.  But  suppose,  in  an  indictment  for  murder,  the 
death  were  alleged  in  one  count  to  have  been  caused 
by  drowning,  in  another  by  poison,  in  a  third  by 
hanging ;  the  attention  of  the  jury  must  be  directed 
to,  and  a  verdict  given  upon  some  one  count.  The 
prisoner  would  be  entitled  to  be  relieved  from  all  the 
charges  except  that  one  which  the  evidence  had  sus- 
tained. 

Alderson  B. — ^The  second  count  is  bad,  if  you  take 
the  words  literally.  The  first  count  charges  two  men 
with  murdering  a  man  ;  the  second  count  charges  the 
same  two  men  with  afterwards  murdering  the  same 
man,  i.  e.y  with  killing  a  dead  man. 

Huddlestone.  The  course  adopted  by  the  two 
learned  Judges,  who  presided  at  the  Central  Criminal 
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Court  last  session,  was  to  take  a  verdict  on  one  count      1844. 
only  of  an  indictment  containing  several  counts,  in   Downino's 
which  the  same  offence  was  charged  in  different  ways. 

Patteson  J. — It  was  so  in  most  cases  certainly. 

Coleridge  J. — What  was  the  entry  on  the  other 
counts? 

HuddUston.  The  officer  thought  it  ought  to  be  not 
guilty, 

Parke  B. — ^Then  on  this  record  the  prisoner  would 
have  been  found  guilty  and  not  guilty  of  the  same 
offence.  Suppose  it  had  been  word  for  word  the  same 
charge  copied  twice  over  ? 

Hvddleston.  The  word  *^  afterwards''  makes  a 
distinction  in  time  between  the  first  and  second  counts. 

Alderson  B. — The  word  "afterwards"  is  quite  im- 
material. 

Hvddleston.  It  would  appear  on  the  face  of  the 
record  to  be  a  different  offence  from  that  charged  in 
the  first  count.  I  cannot  find  any  old  cases  where 
verdicts  have  been  entered  severally  on  several  counts. 
The  authorities  must  be  modem,  as  formerly  indict- 
ments contained  only  one  count. 

Alderson  B. — In  old  times  almost  all  the  indict- 
ments tried  at  the  Old  Bailey  were  entered  on  one 
parchment,  and  a  verdict  entered  at  the  same  time  on 
all.  The  officer  should  swear  the  jury  to  give  a  true 
**  verdict,"  not  "  verdicts,"  on  the  whole  arraignment. 

Huddleston.  In  B.  v.  O'Connell,  11  CI.  &  F. 
p.375,Lord2)enmansaid,  ^*  I  am  of  deliberate  opinion, 
that  the  practice  of  selecting  at  the  time  of  the  trial 
ihe  counts  on  which  judgment  may  be  lawfully 
awarded,  is  the  right  and  wholesome  practice,  pro- 
ducing no  inconvenience,  and  affording  a  fresh  secu- 
rity for  justice. 

Pollock  C.  B. — But  may  not  the  officer  of  the 
Court  take  a  general  verdict  of  guilty,  and  then  enter 
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1844.       it  only  on  that  count  to  which  the  evidence  seems 
Downing's  applicable  ?     And  is  not  that  the  distinction  between 
civil  and  criminal  cases  ? 

Huddleston.  There  the  objection  was  taken  imme- 
diately the  verdict  was  given,  and  before  it  was 
recorded. 

Patteson  J. — There  may  be  separate  felonies  proved 
by  the  same  evidence. 

Alderson  B. — In  that  case,  the  prisoner  might  be 
tried  on  both  ;  but  as  a  matter  of  humanity  the  Judge 
puts  the  prisoner  to  his  election ;  but  not  where  one 
felony  is  laid  in  different  ways.  It  is  not  in  any  case 
a  matter  of  right,  but  for  the  discretion  of  the  Judge. 

Huddleston.  In  R  v.  Folkes  Sf  Ltuldsy  Moody, 
Cr.  C.  354,  Folkes  was  charged  in  the  first  count  as 
principal  in  the  first  degree,  and  Ludds  as  principal  in 
the  second  degree.  In  the  second  count  the  two  pri^ 
soners  were  charged  with  the  same  offence,  but  in 
the  reverse  order.  There  was  a  general  verdict  of 
guilty  against  Folkes — Ludds  was  acquitted.  The 
Stat,  of  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  contains  no  provisions  against 
principals  in  the  second  degree.  On  a  case  reserved, 
the  verdict  was  held  good  on  the  first  count;  no 
opinion  seems  to  have  been  given  respecting  the 
second  count.  I  claimed  on  the  trial  that  there  should 
be  a  verdict  of  guilty  on  one  count  only,  and  of  ac- 
quittal on  the  other.  (See  Lord  CottenhanC s  ]\iAgaient 
in  R.  V.  O'Connell.) 

Alderson  6. — No  doubt  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to 
be  acquitted  on  all  counts  which  the  jury  do  not  think 
proved  by  the  evidence.  But  if  two  counts  out  of  five 
are  proved,  is  the  prisoner  entitled  to  be  acquitted  on 
all  but  one  ? 

Huddleston.  One  of  the  prisoners  here  was  a  young 
boy,  to  whom  no  expression.of  malice  were  traced.  If 
the  verdict  had  shewn  that  he  did  not  actually  commit 
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the  murder  in  fact,  it  might  have  been  a  strong  ground       1844. 
for  an  application  for  mercy.  Downino'b 

Secondly.  The  verdict,  as  returned,  would  not 
support  either  count. 

The  passage  from  Hale,  1,  463,  cited  by  the  learned 
Judge,  cannot  be  supported  to  its  full  extent.  In 
Mackalley's  case,  9  Co.  Rep.  122,  67  a,  there  was  only 
one  count ;  this  point  was  not  raised,  and  the  resolu- 
tiou  quoted  by  Hale  supposed  the  finding  to  be  certain 
as  to  one  of  the  parties. 

Alderson  6. — How  do  you  distinguish  M.  v.  Tawle 
ir  others,  R.  &  R.  Cr.  314,  from  this  case? 

ffuddlestan.  That  case  does  not  now  seem  to  be 
law.  Bum  v.  Offley,  2  Shower,  510  ;  3  Mood.  121, 
was  decided  on  the  authority  of  MackaUey'$  case; 
there  too  the  finding  was  certain  as  to  one  of  the 
parties.  So  in  Plowden,  98,  it  seems  that  the  certain 
finding  as  to  one  of  the  parties  makes  the  difference. 
In  R.  V.  Barthwick,  1  Douglas,  212,  C.  J.  WUles  says, 
**  as  it  is  not  found  who  gave  the  hloWj  or  who  was  pre- 
sent,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  prisoners  must  be 
discharged.  There  it  seems  that  the  Chief  Justice 
thought  that,  had  there  been  a  finding  as  to  the  party 
who  gave  the  blow,  the  result  might  have  been  diffe- 
rent. (iJ.v.  Tayler^ShaWy  1  Leach,  Cr.  C.  Cases,  166, 
and  R.  v.  Tyler,  8  C.  &  P.  616,  were  also  cited.) 

[The  Court  adjourned.  On  the  following  Monday 
all  the  Judges  were  present  except  Tindal  C.  J., 
Gurnet  B.,  Williams  J.,  and  Rolpe  B.] 

Yardley  for  the  Crown.  The  verdict  cannot  em- 
barrass the  prisoners — no  distinction  can  be  made  be- 
tween them — both  are  guilty  on  both  counts.  R.  v. 
O^Qmnellis  not  in  point.  The  dicta  there  only  apply 
either  to  cases  where  the  evidence  does  not  support  one 
or  other  of  the  counts,  or  where  the  offences  are  dif- 
ferent in  each  count. 
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1844.  Lord  Denman. — The  doubt  arises  as  to  the  mode  of 

DowNiNo's  stating  the  offence  in  the  second  count.  M.  v.  TowlCf 
R.  &  R.  Cr.  C.  is  good  law ;  it  was  acted  on  in  IL  v. 
Tyler,  8  C.  &  P.  616.  The  only  question  is  as  to  the 
statement  in  the  second  count  having  reference  to  the 
first. 

MauleJ. — My  only  doubt  is  whether  the  grand 
jury  must  not  be  taken  to  have  spoken  of  two  transac- 
tions in  the  two  counts. 

YardUy  cited  the  judgment  of  Buller  J.  in  Young 
V.  the  King,  3  T.  R.  104. 

Alderson  B — ^Then  there  was  nothing  in  the  se* 
cond  count  to  show  that  it  might  not  be  a  different 
transaction  altogether.  But  here  the  words  "a/](er- 
wards'*  and  ^*8aid*'  make  the  difficulty.  It  would 
seem  by  the  introduction  of  those  words  that  the  trans- 
action referred  to  in  each  count  was  one  and  the  same. 
V  If  you  take  *^  afterwards'*  to  be  afterwards  in  point  of 

time,  and  ^^  said'*  to  be  the  saiAe  man  as  mentioned  in 
the  first  count,  then  the  second  count  charges  the  pri- 
soners with  killing  a  dead  man ;  then  there  would  be 
one  good  and  one  bad  count,  and  the  case  of  the  Queen 
V.  O'Connell  would  show  the  judgment  to  be  bad. 

Yardky.  "  Afterwards**  is  surplusage.  The  time 
is  not  material — it  may  be  rejected. 

Maulb  J. — You  might  as  well  reject  any  other 
words  in  the  second  count. 

Pollock  C.  B — Would  you  be  bound  to  prove  that 
the  offence  mentioned  in  the  second  count  occurred 
after  the  first  ?  Suppose  it  were  for  the  murder  of  A., 
and  the  murder  of  B.  afterwards;  whereas  the  evi- 
dence showed  that  the  murder  of  B.  really  happened 
before.     Would  the  jury  be  really  bound  to  acquit  ? 

Huddleston  replied. 

The  Judges  took  time  to  consider  ;  and  afterwards 
it  was  held  by  all  the  Judges  present  (Maule  J.  dis- 
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sentiente)  that  the  two  counts  substantially  related  to       1844, 
the  same  person  killed,  and  to  one  killing ;  and  that  Domino's 
they  might  have  been  transposed  without  any  altera- 
tion of  time  or  meaning.     The  conviction  was  there- 
fore held  good. 


REGINA  V.  RADFORD.  1844. 


Joseph  Radford  was  convicted  before   Mr.   Baron  indictment 
Gumey^   at   the  Winter   Assizes  for  the  county  of  ii6M.4,and 
Chester  J  a.  d.  1844,  for  uttering  a  forged  receipt  for  J^o'for'^' 
5/.  \4s.  6d.  in  different  counts,  with  intent  to  defraud  uttering  a 
Mr.  Lee,  George  Turner^  and  others.  iSeipt. 

The  prisoner  was  a  stonemason,   and   purchased  ]J^^^^ 
stone  at  a  quarry  the  property  of  Mr.  Lee.  an  uttering. 

At  the  time  of  the  dealing  the  quarry  was  managed 
by  Gtorge  Turner. 

The  prisoner  incurred  the  debt  of  5Z.  14^.  Qd.  on 
the  6th  July,  1840.  An  invoice  was  sent  without  any 
receipt. 

The  prisoner  was  repeatedly  applied  to  for  payment, 
and  made  repeated  promises  of  payment. 

At  last,  in  July^  1844,  he  for  the  first  time  alleged 
that  he  had  paid  for  the  stone  at  the  time  (1840)  and 
that  he  had  a  receipt  signed  by  Turner. 

On  this  Forster,  who  had  succeeded  Turner  as 
manager,  went  over  to  him  17th  August j  the  prisoner 
produced  the  receipt  and  exhibited  it  to  him  to  look  at, 
but  would  not  part  with  it  out  of  his  hand* 

On  the  21st  August,  Forster  returned  to  him  taking 
Turner  with  him,  and  again  called  on  him  to  produce 
the  receipt,  he  did  produce  and  held  it  up  for  him  and 
Turner  to  look  at,  but  refused  to  part  with  it  out  of  his 
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1844.  hand.  Mr.  Forster^  however,  got  it  from  him  and  he 
Radford's   was  apprehended. 

Townsendf  for  the  prisoner,  contended  that  this  was 
not  an  uttering^  and  cited  the  case  of  Hex  v.  Shukard, 
Russell  &  Ryan,  200. 

The  learned  Baron  inclined  to  think  that  the  ex- 
hibiting it  to  the  person  with  whom  he  was  claiming 
credit  for  it  was  an  uttering  and  publishing^  even 
though  he  had  not  parted  with  it  out  of  his  hand,  but 
he  forebore  passing  sentence,  and  reserved  the  point 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Judges. 

On  the  evening  of  Feb.  14th,  1845,  the  case  was 
argued  at  Serjeants'  Inn  before  eleven  of  the  Judges. 
Alderson  B.,  Williams  J.,  Maule  J.,  Wightman  J. 
were  not  present. 

Toumsend  for  the  prisoner.  The  indictment  is 
framed  under  stat.  11  Geo.  4,  and  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66, 
s.  10.  (a) 

Mere  showing  is  not  uttering :  there  must  be  an 
express  publication.  In  Shukard^s  case,  R.  &  Ry. 
p.  200,  the  prisoner  showed  the  note,  but  that  was  not 
sufficient. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — We  shall  not  assume  here  that 
it  was  read. 

Toumsend.  In  law,  utter  means  publish,  put  in 
circulation.  ^Uttering  a  false  note,  means  giving  it  in 
payment,  passing  it  over,  handing  over,  delivering  it. 
This  is  the  real  legal  meaning  of  the  word.     In  Tre- 

(a)  X.  And  be  it  enacted,  that  if  any  person  shall  forge,  or  alter,  or  ahaU 
offer,  utter,  dispose  of,  or  put  off,  knowing  the  same  to  be  forged  or 
altered,  any  deed,  bond,  or  wnting  obligatory,  or  any  court  roll,  or 
copy  of  any  court  roll  relating  to  any  copyhold,  or  customary  estate,  or 
any  acquittance  or  receipt  either  for  money  or  goods,  or  any  accountable 
receipt,  either  for  money  or  goods,  or  for  any  note,  bill,  or  other  security 
for  payment  of  money,  or  any  warrant,  order,  or  request  for  the  deliTery 
or  transfer  of  goods,  or  for  the  delivery  of  any  note,  bill,  or  other  security 
for  payment  of  money  with  intent  to  defraud  an^  person  whatsoever, 
every  such  offender  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  being  convicted  thereof, 
shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  to  be  transported  beyond 
the  seas  for  life,  or  for  any  time  not  less  than  seven  years,  or  to  be  im- 
prisoned for  any  term  not  exceeding  four  years,  or  less  than  two  years. 
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nnaxnez  PI.  Cr.,  jR.  v.  Champion,  p.   129,  the  words       1844. 
of  the  indictment  are  "  publicavit  et  publicari  causavit.''   Radpord'b 
So  in  i2.  y.  Ivey^  p.  151. 

The  first  act  against  uttering  is  stat.  5  JEliz.  c.  14, 
8.  1.  It  treats  uttering  and  publishing  as  the  same. 
So  that  uttering  a  forged  instrument  with  intent  to 
defraud,  is  analogous  to  publishing  a  libel  with  intent 
to  defame.  In  this  latter  case,  in  order  to  constitute 
a  publication,  there  must  either  be  an  actual  making 
known  the  contents  to  a  stranger,  or  a  publication 
traditione^  by  handing  it  over  to  a  third  party,  who  can 
make  himself  master  of  the  contents.  (See  per  Hoi- 
rayd  J.,  22.  v.  Burdettj  4  B.  &  A.  411,  citing  5  Co. 
Rep.  12ri,  a.)  The  facts  disprove  publication  here; 
for  it  does  not  appear  that  the  contents  were  com- 
municated. 
Lord  Denman  C.  J. — It  waa  found  to  be  a  receipt. 
Townsend.  Yes ;  but  it  was  grabbed  from  him ; 
it  was  obtained  by  force.  There  was  no  communica- 
tion of  the  contents  voluntarily.  It  was  an  intent  not 
completed.  There  must  be  an  intent  executed  and 
complete  to  constitute  a  publication. 

Pollock  C.  B. — The  case  says,  "  the  prisoner  pro- 
duced the  receipt,  and  exhibited  it  to  him  to  look  at :" 
are  we  to  infer  that  he  did  not  look  at  it  ?  Suppose  a 
man  showed  a  ticket  in  passing  a  toll  bar  and  passed 
CD  :  would  not  this  be  a  producing? 

Townsend.  The  Criminal  Law  Commissioners  (Rep. 
6,  p.  68),  recommended  the  insertion  of  the  word 
"  utter"  as  well  as  "  publish ;"  as  though  they  were 
not  co-extensive.  Tendering  and  uttering  are  not. 
synonymous.  The  stat.  15  &  16  Geo.  4,  c.  28,  s.  2, 
makes  them  distinct  and  independent  acts.  {Frank's 
case,  2  Leach,  736.) 

Coleridge  J. — ^This  is  not  a  tendering^  for  there  was 
no  intention  to  give.    He  said,  you  shall  not  have  it. 


62  CROWN  CASES  RESERVED. 

1844.  Tavmsend.     It   is   not    the  offering;   to   **  offer/' 

Radford's   implies  a  power  to  take  in  the  party  to  whom  it  is 
^«^-       offered. 

Pollock  C.  B. — That  must  depend  on  the  nature 
of  the  subject-matter.  A  man  may  offer  a  receipt  for 
inspection  without  intending  to  part  with  it 

Townsend.  The  learned  Baron  who  reserved  this 
case,  has  not  submitted  to  your  Lordships  the  meaning 
of  the  word  "  offer,"  but  only  of  **  utter  and  publish." 
The  word  "  offer"  was  thought  to  be  out  of  the 
question,  not  on  the  law  but  the  facts ;  though  all  the 
words  were  used  in  the  indictment. 

TiKDAL  G.  J. — We  must  not  lose  sight  of  the  record. 
Townsend.  The  verdict  was  **  guilty  of  uttering." 
Pollock,  C.  B. — That  was  "  not  guilty  of  offering." 
Townsend.  If  producing  was  enough,  the  Legisla- 
ture would  have  used  words  to  that  effect.  In  stat. 
5  &  6  Wm.  4,  c.  24,  s.  3,  against  forging  certificates 
of  service  in  the  navy,  the  words  **  produce,  utter,  or 
make  use  of"  are  inserted.  In  stat.  2  Wm.  4,  c.  16, 
s.  4,  against  forging  and  uttering  excise  permits,  the 
words  are  "utter,  give,  or  make  use  of;"  in  stat. 
2  &  3  Wm.  4,  c.  69,  s.  19,  respecting  the  transfer  of 
certain  annuities,  **  utter,  or  deliver,  or  produce:" 
therefore,  where  the  Legislature  wished  to  guard 
against  a  mere  producing ^  that  word  is  inserted  in  the 
statute.  Here  then  the  statute  does  not  mean  to  include 
this  offender  unless  he  clearly  went  so  far  as,  not  only 
to  produce  but  to  utter  or  publish.  From  the  analogy 
of  a  libel,  it  seems  that  a  mere  showing  and  keeping 
possession  is  not  an  uttering  in  law,  for  he  does  not 
communipate  it  so  as  to  have  it  read.  In  the  stat. 
5  Mliz.  Q.  14,  s.  2,  the  words  used  are,  "  pronounce, 
publish,  or  show  forth  his  evidence.*'  Here  there  was 
no  sucli  showing  forth  ;  for  the  uttering  was  not 
completed. 
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The  Court  took  time  to  consider.  1844. 

The  Judges   were  of  opinion    that  there  was  an   Radford's 
uttering;  and  that  the  conviction  was  right.     At  the 
following  Spring  Assizes  the  prisoner  was  sentenced  to 
be  imprisoned. 


REGINA  V.  WILLIAM  TIVEY. 

1844. 


The  prisoner  was  tried   before  Mr.  Justice  Patteson  Prisoner  was 
at  the  Derby  Winter  Assizes,  1844,  and  convicted  on  understat.  7 
an  indictment  charging  him  with  unlawfully,  mail-  ^l^\i* 
ciously  and  feloniously  wounding  a  mare  the  property  of  "  unlaw- 
of  Richard  Beaumont  Child.     The  fact  of  wounding,  ciousi^and 
by  thrusting  his  hand  and  a  knife  into  the  vagina  of  feloniously 

/  .  .  wounding  a 

the  mare,  and  cutting  her  as  she  stood  quietly  in  a  mare." 
stable,  was  clearly  proved,  but  no  evidence  was  given  heid^right 
as  to  the  motive  of  the  prisoner.     No  malice  was  Q"**^-  whc- 

^  ,  ther  on  the 

shown  towards  any  one,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  he  ground  that 
knew  to  whom  the  mare  belonged  or  had  any  know-  aLve  sut!  ^ 
ledge  of  the  prosecutor,  Richard  Beaumont  Child.         P«»f  of  gc- 

neFal  malice 

Mr.  AdaniSj  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  urged  that  is  still  suffi- 
evidence  of  malice  against  Richard  Beaumont  Child  Se^thT" 
^as  necessary,  since  1  Vict.  c.  90.  offence  not- 

mi      1  «Ti        1111        •  Withstanding 

Ine  learned  Judge  held  that  it  was  not.  stat.  i  Vict.c. 

Under  the  statute  9  Geo.   1,  c.  22,  s,   1,  malice  ^'tha^'it^ot 
against  the  owner  was  held  to  be  necessary,  Leach,  appearing 
Cr.  C.  694,  R.  v.  Pearce;  ibid.  Hean*s  case,  ibid,  ^omor 
note  p.  695;  ibid.  Shephard^s  case,  Russ.  &  Ryan,  jJe*J,2%on." 

490,  R.  V.  Austen.  ceived  malice 

But  see  the  case  of  R.  v.  Salmon^  Russ.  &  Ryan,  owner  or  sup- 
26,  as  to  general  malice,  and  2  East's  P.  C.  1074,  ^^^^7^- 
Ranger*s  case.  sumed.  (See 

But  9  Geo.  1,  c.  22,  was  repealed  by  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  1074.) 
c.  27.     By  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  16,  it  is  enacted, 
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1844,  **that  if  any  person  shall  unlawfully  and  maliciously 
Tivey's  kill,  maim  or  wound  any  cattle,  every  such  offender 
shall  be  guilty  of  felony,"  and  be  liable  to  be  trans- 
ported for  life  or  any  term  not  less  than  seven  years,  or 
imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  four  years. 

And  by  sec.  25  it  is  enacted,  ^*  that  every  punish- 
ment and  forfeiture  by  this  Act  imposed  on  any  person 
maliciously  committing  any  offence,  whether  the  same 
be  punishable  upon  indictment  or  upon  summary  con- 
viction, shall  equally  apply  and  be  enforced,  whether 
the  offence  shall  be  committed  from  malice  conceived 
against  the  owner  of  the  property  in  respect  of  which 
it  shall  be  committed,  or  otherwise.'' 

The  1  Vict  c.  90,  s.  1 ,  recites,  amongst  other  Acts 
and  clauses/7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  16. 

And  sec.  2  enacts,  '*  that  so  much  of  the  said  Act 
as  relates  to  the  punishment  of  persons  convicted  of 
any  of  the  offences  hereinbefore  specified  as  in  those 
Acts  contained  respectively,  shall  from  and  after  the 
commencement  of  this  Act  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby 
repealed,  and  every  person  convicted  after  the  com- 
mencement of  this  Act  of  any  of  such  offences  respec- 
tively, shall  be  liable  to  be  transported  beyond  the 
seas  for  any  term,  not  exceeding  fifteen  years,  nor 
less  than  ten  years,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term 
not  exceeding  three  years.  No  punishment,  therefore, 
can  apply  or  be  enforced  under  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30, 
8.  16,  and  it  is  contended  consequently  that  the  25th 
section  of  that  Act  has  no  operation. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  contended  that  the  true 
meaning  of  the  25th  section,  is  that  malicious  offences 
shall  be  deemed  complete,  without  proof  of  malice 
against  the  owner  of  the  property.  Or,  if  that  sectkm 
be  inoperative,  that  general  malice  is  sufficient. 

The  learned  Judge  requested  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  whether  the  conviction  was  right. 
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This  ca$e  was  considered  by  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  1844'. 

Pollock  C.  B.,  Patteson,  J.,  Coleridge  J.,  Colt*-  Tiv«y'» 

MAN  J.,  Rolfe  B.,  Erle  J.,  Platt  B.,  who  were  un-  ^"•* 
animously  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was  right. 


THE  QUEEN  v.  THOMAS  CARTER. 


1845. 


The  prisoner  was  convicted  before  Mr.  Justice  Cole-  «. 

*  ,  Pnsoner  in- 

ridge,  at  the  Yorkshire  Winter  Assizes,  1844,  on  two  dieted  for 
counts  of  an  indictment,  for  uttering  the  instrument  «<%fd°er  for 
set  out  below,  and  which  was  described  as  an  order  for  *^«  payment 

n  ,      .  1   •  1  •       1      /»         ^'  money,  • 

the  payment  of  money ;  the  intent  was  laid  m  the  first  with  intent 
count  to  be,  to  defraud  "  one  Henry  Diesser,  as  one  of  ^^omi)  tode- 
the   public  officers  of  the  Yorkshire  District  Bank,  fraud  "H.D. 
In  the  latter  to  defraud  Henry  Diesser  and  others.'"  public  offi- 
This  was  the  instrument :—  DUtrict^*"^' 

Bank  "  rtn 

Thomton-le-Moor,  July  20,  1844,      the  2nd)  to 
"  Mr.  Johnson — Sir,  pleade  to  pay  to  James  Jackson  «1  ^Td!  and 
the  sum   of  13/.   by   order  of  Christopher  Sadler,  others." 
Thomton-le-Moor,  brewer,  the  District  Bank.    I  shall  mentwas  as 
see  you  on  Monday.     Yours  obliged,  ^^mnioii- 

Chas.  Sadler."      u-Moor.My 

20,  1844. 

Christopher  Sadler  was  a  customer  of  the  Yorkshire  sir,'  Weiwe^U) 
District  Bank,  and  had  been,  till  shortly  before  the  ^^l1/S^ 
uttering,  a  brewer.     The  agent  of  the  bank  to  whom  sum  of  £13 
the  instrument  was  uttered,  stated  that  Sadler  was  not  JkHstopker 
in  the  habit  of  drawing  on  the  bank,  but  that  if  he  had  ^J^* 
been  certain  of  the  handwriting  being  his,  he  should  iifoor,brewer» 

the  District 
Bank. 
1  disll  see  yon  on  Monday.    Your^s  obliged,  Chab.  Sadlsr.'' 

Held :— 1.  To  be  an  order  within  stat.  11  Oeo,  4,  and  1  Wm'.  4,  c.  66,  a.  3. 
2.  Whether  the  intent  might  be  laid  as  in  the  second  count — qutere. 
^  The  certified  copy  of  the  return  forwarded  to  the  Stamp  Office,  under  stat.  7  Geo.  4, 
^46,  s.  4,  in  which  it  was  stated  that  H.  D.  was  one  of  the  public  officers  of  the  F. 
I^strict  Bank,  is  not  made  exclusive  evidence  of  that  fact. 
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1845.      hare  paid  the  money,  but  it  was  not  proved   that 
Carter's    Sadler ^  at  the  date  of  the  instrument,  or  time  of  the 
uttering,  had  any  effects  in  the  bank. 

Three  objections  were  made  : — 

First.  That  Diesser  was  not  proved  to  be  the  public 
officer — he  was  called  and  stated  himself  to  be  so,  and 
a  shareholder,  and  an  examined  copy  of  the  return 
forwarded  to  the  Stamp  Office  was  put  in,  in  which  he 
was  stated  to  be  so. 

This  copy  wanted  the  affidavit  at  the  close  of  the 
return  (see  Sched.  A.,  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46)  and  of  course 
the  signature,  and  the  date  was  lefib  in  blank,  but  it 
was  not  objected  that  the  return  sent  to  the  office  did 
not  relate  to  the  period  of  the  uttering. 

Second.  That  in  the  case  of  a  company  acting  under 
the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  it  was  not  allowable  to  lay  the 
intent  to  be  to  defraud  **  one  of  the  partners  and 
others."  As  to  this,  see  the  cases  collected  in  2  Russell, 
104  n.  (b)  but  the  objection  was  rested  on  the  case  of 
(Steward  v.Greaves^  10  M.  &  W.  711,)  in  which  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  held,  that  the  ninth  section  of  the 
statute  was  imperative  in  civil  proceedings,  and  that  a 
creditor  of  the  bank,  could  sue  only  one  of  the  public 
officers. 

It  was  also  urged  that  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  14, 
only  applied,  where  it  would  otherwise  have  been 
necessary  to  name  all  the  partners. 

Third.  It  was  objected  that  the  instrument  was  im- 
properly described  as  an  order  for  the  payment  of 
money,  that  it  did  not  upon  the  face  of  it  purport  to  be 
an  order,  nor  was  it  shown  that  the  party  whose  name 
was  forged  had  any  authority  to  order  the  payment. 

The  learned  Judge  overruled  the  objections,  but 
reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges. 

This  case  was  argued  on  the  14th  Feb.  1845,  at 
Serjeants'  Inn,  before  eleven  of  the  Judges.    Alder- 
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sow  B.,  W1LLIAM8  J.,  Maule  J.,  WiGHTMAN  J.,  werc       IM5. 
not  present.  Cabteb's 

Hall  for  the  prisoner. 

First.  As  to  the  third  of  the  above  objections.  The 
instrament  is  improperly  described  in  the  indictment. 
In  Stat.  7  Geo.  2,  c.  22,  the  terms  warrant  and  order 
are  used  as  synonymous.  That  is  not  so  in  stat. 
11  Geo.  4 J  and  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  3,  under  which  the 
present  indictment  is  framed,  (a)  An  ord^  must  be 
such  an  instrument,  that  disobedience  of  it  will  in- 
volve a  breach  of  duty  in  the  drawee.  (Roberts^  case, 
2  Russell  on  Crimes,  522.)  An  order  may  be  both  an 
order  and  a  warrant,  (Gilchrisfs  case,  ibid.  525-6), 
but  what  is  merely  a  warrant  will  not  amount  to  an 
order.  The  question  does  not  turn  upon  the  form  of 
the  instrument,  but  upon  its  legal  effect,  if  it  were 
genuine.  {Raake*s  case,  2  Moo.  Cr.  C.  66.)  There 
must  be  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  drawee  to  make  it 
an  order. 

Parke  B. — ^No.  That  makes  no  difference  at  all : 
it  is  an  order,  whether  he  has  funds  or  no. 

Hall.    Elbrus  case,  2  Russell,  517,  n.  a.  2  East. 
PI.  C.  938,  is  inost  like  it. 

Cresswxll  J Referred  t6  Clinches  case,  2  East, 

PI.  C.  983.  But  said  that  the  abstract  there  given 
is  not  satisfactory. 
Platt  B. — Referred  to  Locketfs  case,  1  Leach,  1 10. 
Hall.  As  to  the  second  objection,  stat.  7  Geo.  4, 
c.  46,  and  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  received  the  Royal 
AflBent  on  the  same  day.  The  ninth  section  of  the  first 
of  those  statutes  has  been  held  to  be  imperative,  and 
to  provide  that  a  banking  company  shall  sue  and  be 
SQed  only  in  the  name  of  one  of  its  public  officers. 

(«)  The  words  of  the  stat.  7  Oeo,  2,  c.  22,  are,  "  If  any  person  shall 
^^"^9  &C.,  &c.  any  warreait  or  wder  for  payment  qf  money,"  Of  stat. 
^1  Geo.  4,  and  I  Wm.  4,  c.  66.  s.  3,  are  "  any  undertaking,  warrant,  or 
^^for  the  payment  qf  money" 

F   2 
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1845.  (Steward  v.  Greaves,  10  M.  &  W.  711.)  The  same 
Carter's  section  provides  that  **  any  forgery,  fraud,  crime,  or 
other  offence  committed  against,  or  with  intent  to 
injure  or  defraud  any  such  copartnership,  shall  and 
.  lawfully  may  be  laid,  or  stated  to  have  been  committed 
against  or  mth  intent  to  injure  or  defraud  any  one  of 
the  public  officers^  nominated  as  aforesaid  for  the  time 
being  of  such  copartnership."  The  words  **  shall  and 
may''  must  receive  the  same  construction  throughout 
the  same  clause. 

Parke  B ^There  was  a  great  deal  more  than  the 

words  **  shall  and  mav,"  that  lead  to  the  decision  in 
Steward  y.  Greaves. 

HalL     The  fourteenth  section  of  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64, 
does  not  apply,  because  that  was  passed  to  remove  the 
difficulty  of  stating  the  names  of  all  the  owners  of  pro- 
perty in  the  case  of  partners  and  other  joint  owners  : 
but  no  such  difficulty  could  exist  here,  for,  at  the  time 
when  that  Act  was  passed,  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  had 
already  (or  simultaneously)  provided  that  in  case  of 
banking  companies,  the  name  of  one  of  the   public 
officers  should  be  the  only  name  stated.     And  the 
paragraph  at  the  end  of  section  14,  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64, 
that  '^  this  provision  shall  be  construed  to  extend  to  all 
joint  stock  companies  and  trustees,"  must  be  taken  to 
apply  to  all  other  joint  stock  companies  than  those 
banking  companies  created  under  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46. 
Nor  does  the  stat.  1 1  Geo.  4,  and  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  28 
apply  ;    for  though   the  words   there  used  are   very 
general,  still  that  statute  leaves  the  stat.  7  Geo.  4, 
c.  46,  in  full  force,  and  quite  untouched ;    and  the 
words  '*  shall  and  may"  in  that  statute  have  been  held 
to  be  exclusive  of  any  other  mode  of  statement. 
Thirdly,  as  to  the  first  objection. 
There  was  no  proof  of  Diesser  being  one  of  the 
public   officers  of  the   bank.      His   own    statement 
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was  not  sufficient ;  nor  was  the  return  to  the  Stamp      1845. 

Office.  Carter's 

1st.  Because  it  was  only  an  examined  copy;  whereas, 
8.  4  of  Stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  requires  it  to  be  a  certified 
copy. 

2nd.  Because  it  was  not  made  in  accordance  with 
the  statute. 

Parke  B. — A  certified  copy  is  one  piece  of  evidence, 
but  is  it  the  exclusive  one?  An  examined  copy  is  as 
good  or  better.  The  other  is  made  evidence  for  con- 
venience. In  Edwards  v.  Buchanan^  3  B.  &  Ad. 
788,  the  statutory  evidence  was  held  not  to  be  the 
only  admissible  evidence. 

Bliss  for  the  Crown  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

The  Court  afterwards  held  the  conviction  to  be 
right. 


{SPRING  ASSIZES,  1846.) 


REGINA  V.  PERRY. 

The  prisoner  was  tried   and  convicted   before  Mr.  Prisoner 
Justice    Coleridge  at   the  Taunton    Spring  Assizes,  oneTounT 
1845,  on  an  indictment  which  charged  him,  as  ser-  ofthcindict- 
vant  of  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  with  stealing  a 
stealing  a  cheque  for  13/.  9*.  7rf.,  and  a  piece  of  paper  ^]^gl  t^J.. 
value  one  penny ;  in  other  counts  the  instrument  was  >"  another 
described  as  a  warrant  and  order  for  the  payment  of  stealing  a 
the  sum  above  mentioned,  and  the  property  was  laid  ^ue^icE*^^ 
in  several  different  ways.  ^^^^  '^*^» 

•^  supposing 

the  cheque  to 
l^v^  heen  a  void  cheque  (as  being  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  stat.  55  Geo,  3,  c.  184), 
it  wonld  still  sustain  the  charge  laid  in  the  second  count. 
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Case. 


1845.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company  being  in- 

Pbbry'8  debted  for  poor  rates  to  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of 
Taunton  St.  James\  in  the  sum  of  13/.  9^.  7d.j  a  cheque 
for  that  amount  was,  by  the  proper  authority,  drawn  3t 
Paddington  on  their  London  bankers,  and  then  trans- 
mitted through  the  hands  of  various  officers  of  the 
company  to  the  superintendent  at  the  Taunton  station  ; 
he  received  it  on  Saturday  the  1st  of  March,  and  at 
the  hour  when  the  prisoner  (the  chief  clerk  there) 
was  going  into  the  town  to  his  dinner,  placed  it  in  bis 
hands,  ordering  him  to  pay  it  to  the  overseer  and  to 
bring  him  a  stamped  receipt  upon  his  return. 

On  his  return  the  superintendent  asked  prisoner  if 
he  had  paid  the  overseer;  he  answered.  **  Yes." — 
And  being  asked  for  the  receipt,  said,  that  the  '*  over- 
seer not  having  one  by  him  had  promised  to  send  it 
to  a  certain  inn  in  the  town  for  him."  In  truth  the 
prisoner  had  not  paid  it,  and  on  Monday  morning  got 
it  cashed  by  a  tradesman  in  the  town  and  applied  the 
proceeds  to  his  own  use. 

It  was  objected  that  the  cheque  being  issued  in 
Taunton,  though  made  within  fifteen  miles  of  the 
banking  house,  could  not  be  read  for  want  of  a  stamp, 
and  was  not  a  valuable  security.  It  appeared  to  the 
learned  Judge  that  the  cheque  was  either  issued  at 
Paddington,  when  put  in  a  course  of  transmission  to 
the  party  who  was  to  receive  the  money  named  in  it, 
or  not  until  the  cashing  of  it  on  the  Monday  morning 
at  Taunton  ;  and  that  in  the  first  case  it  was  clearly 
within  the  exemption  of  the  Stamp  Act,  and  that  in 
the  second  it  was  stolen  before  the  issuing,  and  that  an 
unstamped  cheque  made  within  distance,  but  not 
issued,  was  a  valuable  security  within  the  statute. 

The  learned  Judge  thought  the  cheque  might  be 
considered  as  stolen  when  the  prisoner,  instead  of 
applying  it  as  he  was  ordered  in  payment  to  the  over- 
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seer,  had  appropriated  it  to  himself,  of  which  the  false       1845* 
statement  to  the  superintendent  was  evidence,  and     Pbrry's 
that  the  cashing  of  it  on  Monday  was  only  further 
evidence  of  an  appropriation  complete  on  the  Sa- 
turday. 

His  Lordship  therefore  directed  the  cheque  to  be 
read,  and  the  prisoner  was  convicted. 

The  prisoner's  counsel  referred  to  the  thirteenth 
section  of  the  65  Oeo.  3,  c.  184,  and  ex  parte  Bignoldy 
1  Deacon's  Reports,  735,  for  the  distinction  between 
making  and  issuing  a  banker's  cheque. 

Assuming  this  distinction  to  be  sound,  and  to  apply 
to  the  present  case,  his  Lordship  entertained  doubts 
whether  his  view  of  the  case  was  correct,  considering 
that  the  cheque  was  never  intended  to  be  issued  within 
the  distance  of  fifteen  miles  from  the  banking  house, 
and  so  an  evasion  of  the  Stamp  Act  contemplated 
from  the  beginning. 

He  therefore  requested  the  opinion  of  the  Judges 
upon  the  case. 

This  case  was  argued  on  26th  Aprils  1845,  before 
all  the  Judges,  except  Parkb  B.,  and  Maulb  J. 

Roioe  for  the  prisoner. 

Phinn  for  the  Crown. 

Rowe  was  proceeding  to  argue  on  the  objection  to 
the  cheque,  when 

Lord  Dbnman  said, — ^Is  he  not  charged  with  stealing 
a  piece  of  paper  value  one  penny  ? 

Alderson  B. — ^The  piece  of  paper  makes  an  end  of 
the  question. 

Rowe.  The  paper  must  not  have  a  mere  adventitious 
value,  Hawkins,  PL  Cr.  b.  1,  ch.  19,  s.  35. — *'  Such 
goods,  the  stealing  whereof  may  amount  to  felony, 
ought  to  have  some  worth  in  themselves,  and  not  to 
derive  their  whole  value  from  the  relation  they  bear 
to  some  other  thing,  which  cannot  be  stolen,  as  paper 


72  CROWN  CASES  RESERVED. 

1845.  or  parchment  on  which  are  written  assurances  concern- 
Pxrry's  ing  lands  or  obligations,  or  covenants,  or  other  secu- 
*'*•  rities  for  a  debt,  or  other  chose  in  action."  There  the 
paper  is  absolutely  worthless  per  se.  In  R.  v.  Clarke 
R.&R.Cr.C.  181,  the  paper  and  stamps,  particularly  the 
latter,  were  held  to  be  valuable  to  the  owners ;  and  the 
indictment  was  held  good  on  that  ground.  So  in  M.  v. 
Bingley^  5  C.  &  P.  602,  the  paper  stolen  appeared  to 
be  of  some  value  to  the  prosecutor,  because  it  contained 
a  memorandum  respecting  a  debt  due  to  him.  Here 
there  is  no  such  evidence  of  intrinsic  value ;  it  is  worth- 
less, unless  regarded  as  a  security  for  money ;  and  as 
that,  it  is  void  and  therefore  of  no  value. 

Cresswell  J. — If  a  blank  cheque  had  been  stolen, 
would  that  be  a  larceny  ?. 

Howe.     I  think  it  would. 

Cresswell  J. — Would  it  be  worse  for  being  61led 
up  ?  In  JR.  V.  Clarke  it  was  held  to  be  larceny  of  tlie 
stamps  and  paper ;  the  paper  was  held  to  be  of  some 
value,  and  rendered  more  so  by  the  stamps. 

Phinn  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

The  Judges  afterwards  held  the  conviction  right,  as 
the  stealing  of  the  piece  of  paper  was  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  count  for  larceny,  (a) 

(a)  R,  T.  Mead,  4  C.  ^P.  535 ;  K  ▼.  Vyse,  M.,  Or.  C.  R.  318. 
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REGINA  V.  JAMES  HASLAM,  WILLIAM  LEE,  _1845. 

AND  JOHN  ADAMSON. 

The  defendants  in  this  case  were  tried  before  Mr.  Indictment 
Justice  Coltman  at  the  Spring  Assizes  for  Liverpool^  racy  to^cause 
1845,  upon  an  indictment  of  which  the  material  parts  certain  per- 

^  ,  *  sons  to  DC 

were  as  follow  : — Lancashire  to  wit.     The  jurors  for  elected  coun- 

*11  X    u 

our  Lady  the  Queen  upon  their  oath  present  that  here-  borough  of^ 
tofore  and  before  the  committing  of  the  misdemeanor  BoUon,  in 
and  conspiracy  hereinafter  mentioned  it  was  intended  by  fraud,  viz. 
by  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  clrSin^^r 
of  Bolton^  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  aforesaid,  that  persons  who 
on  the  first  day  of  November^  in  the  eighth  year  of  the  gessesof  the 
reign  of  our  sovereign  lady  Victoria,  by  the  grace  of  aS!i  whos"^^' 
God  of  the  united  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and/rc-  ^™e«  ^e« 
Imd^  Queen,  defender  of  the  faith,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  burgess  lists, 
of  Bolton,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  there  should  be  an  ^£J!^or*Sc 
election  of  certain  councillors  of  the  said  borough,  and  said  borough, 
that  James  Haslam,  late  of  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  for  the  eiec 
county  aforesaid,  yeoman,  William  Lee,  late  of  the  ^^ns*first 
same  place,  labourer,  and  John  Adamson,  late  of  the  above  men- 
same  place,  labourer,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  ifeW,  notto 
being  evil  disposed  persons,  and  wrongfully  and  wick-  ^"J"^^*^' 
edly  devising  and  intending,  as  far  as  in  them  lay,  to  tionforthe 
contravene  and  render  useless  certain  wholesome  pro-    "  ^^* 
visions  of  a  certain  Act  of  Parliament  made  and  passed 
in  the  sixth  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  majesty  King 
Wrlliam  the  Fourth,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  provide  for 
the  regulation  of  Municipal  Corporations  in  England 

(a)  When  the  indictment  is  for  a  misdemeanor,  and  the  objection  arises 
on  the  face  of  the  indictment,  it  is  not  (regularly)  a  case  for  the  considera- 
tion of  the  Judges,  as  there  is  a  remedy  by  writ  of  error,  which  in  misde- 
meanors is  grantable  of  right,  though  it  oe  not  so  in  felonies.  ["  Writs 
of  error  to  reverae  judgments  in  case  of  misdemeanors  are  not  to  be  allowed 
of  courte,  but  on  sufficient  probable  cause  shown  to  the  Attorney  General, 
and  then  they  are  understood  to  be  grantable  of  common  right,  and  ex 
^hjustitue."  Blackst.  Comm.  iv.  392.] 
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1845.  and  Wales,"  as  far  as  the  same  respected  the  said 
HA8LAif*8  intended  election,  and  to  cause  John  SlateVj  James 
KnowUsj  Thomas  Thompson^  Joseph  Ainsworth^  James 
Arrowsmith,  and  Thomas  Tong^  to  be  elected  coun- 
cillors of  the  said  borough  by  false  and  fraudulent 
means  on  the  thirty-first  day  of  October  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  did  amongst  themselves,  toge- 
ther with  divers  other  persons  to  the  jurors  aforesaid 
unknown,  combine,  conspire,  confederate  and  agree 
together  to  cause  John  Slater^  James  KnowleSj  Thomas 
Thompson^  Joseph  Ainsworth,  James  Arrowsmith^  and 
Thomas  Tong^  to  be  elected  councillors  of  the  said 
borough  at  the  said  intended  election  by  false  and 
fraudulent  means,  that  is  to  say,  by  procuring  persons 
who  were  not  burgesses  of  the  said  borough,  and  whose 
names  were  not  in  the  burgess  lists  or  ward  lists,  or 
on  the  burgess  roll  of  the  said  borough,  and  having 
no  right  to  vote  at  the  said  election  to  personate  per- 
sons whose  names  were  in  the  said  burgess  lists  and  on 
the  said  burgess  roll,  and  to  vote  for  the  said  John 
SlateVy  James  Knawles^  Thomas  Thompson^  Joseph 
Ainsworthj  James  Arrowsmithj  and  Thomas  Tong,  at 
the  said  election  for  and  in  the  names  of  the  said  last 
mentioned  persons  who  were  to  be  so  personated  as 
aforesaid,  and  thereby  to  contravene  and  prevent  the 
operation  of  the  provisions  in  the  Act  of  Parliament 
aforesaid  contained  for  providing  and  ensuring  a  fair 
election  of  councillors  in  boroughs,  so  far  as  respected 
the  said  election. 

The  indictment  then  proceeds  to  state,  amongst 
other  matters  not  material  to  the  present  question, 
that  John  Adamson  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at 
the  parish  aforesaid,  in  pursuance  of  and  according  to 
the  said  conspiracy  amongst  them  the  said  James 
Haslam^  William  Lee,  and  John  Adamson^  did  unlaw- 
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Case. 


fiiUy,  wickedlvy  corruptedlyr  and  knowingly  procurej  1845. 
engage  and  hire  divers  persons,  to  wit,  William  Bury^  Haslam'b 
Thomas  Liptrot^  Thomas  Disley^  Matthew  Horrocke^ 
and  John  Dowling^  who  were  not  then  burgesses  of  the 
said  borough,  and  whose  names  were  not  then  in  any 
of  the  burgess  lists  or  ward  lists,  or  on  the  burgess  roll 
of  the  said  borough,  and  who  then  had  no  right  what* 
ever  of  TOting  at  the  election  of  councillors  of  or  for 
the  said  borough,  and  whose  names  the  said  John 
Adamson  knew  were  not  then  in  any  of  the  burgess 
lists  or  ward  lists,  or  on  the  burgess  roll  of  the  said 
borough,  and  who  the  said  John  Adamson  then  well 
knew  had  then  no  right  whatever  to  vote  for  coun- 
cillors of  or  for  the  said  borough,  to  go  to  the  said 
borough  of  Bolton^  and  that  when  the  said  William 
Bury^  ^c,  arrived  at  the  borough  oi  Bolton  aforesaid 
the  said  James  Haslam  and  John  Adamson^  in  further 
pursuance  of  the  conspiracy  aforesaid,  gave  them  cer- 
tain monies,  to  wit,  &c,  and  the  said  James  Haslam 
then  and  there  ordered  them  the  said  William  Bury, 
{fCj  to  be  at  the  Falcon  inn  (thereby  meaning  a  cer- 
tain inn  called  the  Falcon  inn,  in  the  said  borough  of 
Bolton  aforesaid,  and  which  was  to  be  the  polling 
place  for  the  west  ward  of  the  said  borough  of  Bolton 
at  the  said  intended  election)  at  seven  o'clock  on  the 
following  morning,  and  that  in  further  pursuance  of 
the  conspiracy  aforesaid  on  the  day  next  following,  to 
wit,  on  the  first  day  o{ November  in  the  year  aforesaid, 
being  the  day  on  which  the  said  intended  election  was 
to  be  had  and  was  had  upon  the  said  William  Bury, 
Thomas  Uptrot,  and  Thomas  Disley,  going  to  the 
Falcon  inn  aforesaid,  James  Haslam  in  the  presence 
of  William  Lee  then  and  there  gave  to  the  said  WiU 
ham  Bury  a  certain  voting  paper  filled  up  in  the  name 
of  one  Henry  Robinson  and  as  voting  for  the  said 
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1845.  John  Slater  and  James  Knowles  to  be  councillors  of 
Haslam'b  the  said  borough,  and  said  to  the  said  William  Bury 
•*  recollect  that  your  name  will  be  Henry  Robinson,^* 
(the  name  of  Henry  Robinson  being  then  on  the 
burgess  roll  of  the  said  borough  of  Bolton  and  in  the 
ward  list  for  the  west  ward  of  the  said  borough),  but 
the  said  James  Haslam  then  and  there,  well  knowing 
that  the  said  William  Bury  was  not  Henry  Robinson, 
and  had  no  right  whatever  to  vote  in  that  name  or  in 
any  other  name  at  the  said  election  of  councillors  for 
the  borough  of  Bolton  aforesaid,  and  the  said  James 
Haslam  also  gave  other  voting  papers  unto  the  said 
Thomas  Liptrot  and  Thomas  Disley,  aud  that  the  said 
James  Haslam  in  further  pursuance  of  the  conspiracy 
aforesaid  caused  the  said  William  Bury^  Thomas  JLip- 
trot  and  Thomas  Disley^  to  go  with  the  voting  papers 
which  he  had  so  given  to  them  respectively  as  afore- 
said unto  a  certain  window  at  the  Falcon  inn  aforesaid, 
and  the  said  William  Bury,  Thomas  Liptrot  and 
Thomas  Disley  by  the  directions  of  the  said  James 
Haslam,  then  and  there  put  their  said  voting  papers 
in  at  the  said  window  (the  room  to  which  the  said 
window  belonged  being  then  and  there  the  polling 
place  appointed  for  the  said  west  ward  of  the  said 
borough  of  Bolton,  and  certain  persons  in  the  said 
room  being  then  and  there  the  persons  appointed  to 
receive  the  voting  papers  of  the  burgesses  of  the  said 
ward,  and  the  said  window  being  then  and  there  the 
place  where  the  voters  attended  and  gave  in  their 
respective  voting  papers  to  the  persons  so  appointed  to 
receive  the  same,  and  the  said  voting  papers  so  put  in 
at  the  said  window  by  the  said  William  Bury,  Thomas 
Liptrot  and  Thomas  Disley,  were  then  and  there 
received  by  the  persons  in  the  said  room,  and  the  said 
William  Bury,  Thomas  Liptrot,  and  Thomas  Disley, 
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then  and  there  voted  as  burgesses  of  the  said  west       1845. 
ward  of  the  said  borough  of  Bolton^  without  any  ques-    Haslam's 
tion  whatever  being  asked  of  them.) 

The  indictment  further  proceeds  to  state  a  similar 
act  of  voting  by  Bury^  Liptrot,  and  Dhley  as  bur- 
gesses for  the  east  ward  of  the  borough,  and  a  further 
unsuccessful  attempt  by  Liptrot^  at  a  room  in  an  inn, 
called  the  Church  Tavern^  which  was  then  and  there 
a  polling  place  appointed  for  a  ward  of  the  borough  of 
Bolton^  called  Bradford  Ward,  at  the  said  election. 

The  second  count  is  as  follows  :  The  jurors  aforesaid 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do  further  present  that  after- 
wardsy  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  oi  November y  in  the 
year  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  the  said  James  Haslam^  William  JLee,  and 
John  Adamson^  being  evil  disposed  persons  as  aforesaid, 
and  wrongfully  and  wickedly  devising,  and  intending 
as  far  as  in  them  lay  to  contravene  and  render  useless 
certain  wholesome  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Parliament 
aforesaid,  so  far  as  respected  the  said  election  of  coun- 
cillors of  the  said  borough,  and  to  cause  the  said  John 
Slater y  James Knowlesy  ThomasThompsony  Joseph  Ains- 
worth,  James  ArroiDsmithf  find  ThomasTong  to  be  elected 
councillors  of  the  said  borough,  by  false  and  fraudu- 
lent means  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the 
parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid,  did  amongst 
themselves  combine,  conspire,  confederate,  and  agree 
together  to  cause  the  said  John  Slater^  James  Knowles^ 
Thomas  Thompson^  Joseph  Ainsworth^  James  Arrow- 
smithj  and  Thomas  Tong^  to  be  elected  councillors  of 
the  said  borough,  at  an  election  of  councillors  of  the 
said  borough,  then  and  there  to  be  had  by  false  and 
fraudulent  means,  that  is  to  say,  by  procuring  men  who 
were  not  burgesses  of  the  said  borough,  and  whose 
names  were  not  on  the  burgess  lists,  or  ward  lists,  or 
on  the  burgess  roll  of  the  said  borough,  and  having 
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1845.  no  right  to  vote  at  the  said  election,  and  causing  the 
Haslau'i  said  persons  so  to  be  procured  as  aforesaid  to  personate 
at  the  said  election  persons  whose  names  were  in  the 
said  burgess  lists,  and  on  the  said  burgess  roll,  and  to 
Tote  for  the  said  John  Slater ^  James  Knowlesy  Thomas 
Thompson,  James  Arrowsmith^  and  Thomas  Tong^  at 
the  said  election  for  and  in  the  names  of  the  said  last 
mentioned  persons  who  were  to  be  so  personated  as 
last  aforesaid,  and  thereby  to  contravene  and  pre- 
vent the  operation  of  the  provisions  in  the  said  act 
of  Parliament  contained  for  providing  and  ensuring 
a  fair  election  of  councillors  in  boroughs  as  far  as 
respected  the  said  election,  to  the  great  damage, 
scandal,  and  disgrace  of  the  true  and  rightful  voters 
for  and  in  the  said  borough  of  Bolton  in  contempt  of 
our  lady  the  Queen  and  her  laws,  to  the  evil  example 
of  all  others  in  the  like  case  offending,  and  against  the 
peace  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen  her  crown  and 
dignity. 

The  defendants  were  convicted  on  the  second  count 
of  this  indictment,  but  a  motion  was  made  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  indictment  did  not 
show  that  the  borough  of  Bolton  was  a  town  corporate, 
or  that  there  could  be  a  valid  election  of  town  coun- 
cillors, and  it  was  contended,  that  unless  it  was  a 
borough  in  which  there  might  be  a  valid  election  of 
town  councillors  the  conspiracy  charged  could  not 
amount  to  any  offence. 

The  town  in  Bolton  is  a  town  corporate,  having  been 
incorporated  by  a  charter  granted  after  the  passing  of 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act.  And  the  charter  is 
considered  to  have  been  confirmed  by  the  Act  of 
5  &  6  Vict.  c.  3,  though  not  specifically  mentioned  in 
the  statute. 

Having  some  doubt  on  the  subject,  the  learned 
Judge  reserved  the  question  for  the  opinion  of  the 
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Judges,  and  took  sureties  of  the  partieB  to  appear  at 
the  next  Assizes  to  receive  the  judgment  of  the 
CoDrt ;  the  advice  of  the  Judges  was  requested  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  objectioD  taken  to  the  indictment. 

The  cases  relied  on  for  defendants  were  Hex  v. 
Cheere,  4  B.  &  C.  902  ;  Bex  v.  Harpttr,  5  Mdd.  96 ; 
Sex  Y.  Osmer^  5  East,  304;  Rex  v.  Thompson, 
2  M.  &  R.  355;  Rex  v.  Seward,  1  A.  &  E.  712; 
Rex  V.  Everett,  8  B.  &  C.  114;  RawUy't  case,  - 
8  C.  &  P.  439 ;  Rex  v.  SteBetu,  6  B.  &  C.  246 ;  Rex 
V.  Jones,  4  B.  &  A.  345. 


THE  QUEEN  v.  JAMES  SMITH. 


At  the  Lewes  Spring  Assizes,  1845,  JaiMs  Smith  was  TheroUowiDg 
convicted  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  of  the  felonious  ^nthdd'to 
uttering  of  a  forged  warrant  for  payment  of  money  ^°  ^^^F^T 
with  intent  to  defraud   Messrs.  Molineux,   bankers.  tlleiDdic^ 
The  case  was  completely  proved,  if  the  writing  uttered  ^1^^  "Xo 
was  properly  described  as  a  warrant.     It  was  in  Moimnw 

.         **     *^      ''  and  Co.   Pky 

toese  terms  :  ta  my  order 

"  To    Molineux  and    Cb.— Pay  to  my  order  two  S^a^to 

month  after  date,  to  IVn*.  Joha  Smith,  the  sum  of  80/.  Mr.Jote 

and  deduct  the  same  out  o^o^account.  mm  of  fso. 

No  signature— indtVse^^    "  John  Smith.  "nddednet 


There  was  a  John  Smit\,  a  faiTiier  at  ffaUtham,  not  Thm  wi 


£80.  \F^rin«r,  HaUsham,  Sussex."  c^myu* 

»  Smitfl,  i 

acQStomer  of  the  bankers.  \i«Aeia(ie  was  a  customer  A^JlS'Aa 

and  kept  money  with  them.  document 

Mr.  CUtrkson  for  the  prisoner  cited  : —  «  accept«d. 

Regina  v.  BarlUtt,  2  Moo.  &  Rob.  362.  ifw  to 

Same  v.  Thorn,        2  Moo.  Cr.  Ca.  210.  dc8«ed. 

Same  v.  Cook,  8  C.  &  P.  582.  "d^t^ 
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1845. 


Smith's 
Case. 


Regina  v.  Hussey^  Reports  from  the  Central  Criminal 
Court,  ID  the  Law  Times  for  March,  1844. 

The  learned  Lord  requested  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges ;  whether  the  writing  was  properly  described 
as  a  warrant. 

This  case  was  considered  by  the  Judges,  and  they 
all  thought  the  conviction  right;  Parke  B.,  Colb- 
RiDGE  J.,  Maule,  J.,  Platt  B.  Were  absent. 


1845. 


THE  QUEEN  t;.  SARAH  WILLIS. 


Indictment 
stated  that 
the  prisoner, 
a  single 
woman*  on 
the  27th  A 
1844»brong' 
forth  a  male 
child  alive ; 
that  she 


rht 


The  prisoner  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge^ 
at  the  Wilts  Spring  Assizes,  1845,  for  wilful  murder. 
The  indictment  stated,  that  **  Sarah  Willis,  late  of  &c.y 
single  woman,  on  the  27  th  day  of  August,  1844,  at  &c., 
being  big  with  a  male  child,  did  then  and  there  bring 
forth  of  her  body  the  said  male  child  alive,  and  that 
a^rw^ds^to  she  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid 
day  and*year  ^^^^  foTce  and  arms  at  &c.,  in  and  upon  the  said  male 
aforesaid,  child,  feloniousIy,  &c.,  did  make  an  assault,  and  the 
said  child.  indictment  then  proceeded  to  describe  the  means  of 
SSS'jndg-  ^^^^^^S  and  the  result.  The  jury  acquitted  of  the 
ment  ought  murder  and  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  concealment, 
stated  the  but  it  was  objected  that  the  infdictment  was  defective, 
name  of  the     because  it  neither  stated  the  name  of  the  child,  nor 

child,  or  that  ^  . 

its  name  was  that  its  name  was  unknown  to  the  jurors.    It  appeared 

?he  jnrors;  ^  the  learned  Judge,  that  a  bastard  child  had  no  name 

cTfoSfo^J^^  but  by  acquisition,  that  where  the  indictment  stated 

at  the  trial,  nothing  from  which  the  duration  of  life  for  more  than 

on  the 

ground  that 

there  was  no  presumption,  from  the  mere  fact  of  hirth,  that  the  child  had  a  name,  it 

heing  a  hastara :  that  the  indictment  afforded  no  presumption  of  its  having  acquired  a 

name  by  reputation  or  baptism :  that  an  averment  that  the  name  was  unknown,  implied 

the  acquisition  of  some  name. — Ck>nviction  held  right. 
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Case. 


an  instant  could  be  necessarily  inferred,  there  was  no       1845. 
presumption  that  any  name  bad  been  acquired  either     Willis's 
by  baptism  or  reputation,  and  that  to  state  that  the 
name  was  unknown  to  the  jurors,  inferred  that  the 
child  had  acquired  some  name. 
The  evidence  showed  that  the  child  had  no  name. 
The  learned  Judge,  therefore,  overruled  the  objec- 
tion, but  as  consistently  with  the  language  of  the 
count,  a  killing  at  any  interval  after  the  birth  might 
have  been   proved,  he  requested  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  decision,  (a) 

This  case  was  considered  by  the  Judges,  who  were 
all  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was  right.  Parke  B., 
Maule  J.,  and  Platt  B.  were  absent. 


THE  QUEEN  r.  GOODFELLOW,  ANDREWS,         ^^^5- 

AND  SIX  OTHERS. 

The  prisoners,  eight  in  number,  were  tried  before  Mr.  Indictment 
Justice  Coleridge^  at  the  Wilts  Spring  Assizes,  1845,  2G«o'4,c69, 
for  night  poaching.  s-.  \ (against 

°       *  ^  .  ,  night  poach- 

The  indictment  charged  that  they  "  beingrespectively  ing)  charged 
armed  with  guns  and  other  oflfensive  weapons  entered  othersr^'tSt 
into  certain  land,  &c."     The  iury  found  the  two  first  theyheing 

1.1  11  1  .      respectively 

pnsoners  armed  each  with  a  gun,  and  the  other  six  armed  with 
with  bludgeons,  whereupon  it  was  objected  that  a  Sheroffen- 
merelv  constructive  arming  was  not  sufficient  under  «ive  weapons 

^  ^  entered,  Ac." 

A.  and  B. 
vere  each  proved  to  be  armed  with  a  gun,  the  other  eix  with  bludgeons.    Objections : 
that  the  averment  "other  offensive  weapons,"  (not  specifying  what)  made  the  arming 
«f  the  other  six  only  constructive ;  whicn  was  not  sufficient  to  bring  them  within  the 
statute.    Indictment  held  good. 


(a)  R.  V.  BUzabeth  Biss,  2  Mood.  Cr.  C.  93,  (in  this  case  the  child  did  not  appear  to 
be  a  bastard,  and  was  stated  to  be  aged  about  six  weeks). 

VOL.  I.  G 


82  '       CROWN  CASES  RESERVED. 

1845.  the  statute,  9  Geo.  4,  c.  09,  s.  9,  and  that  the  jury 
GooDFEL-  ought  to  be  directed  to  acquit  every  prisoner  not 
Caw*'  armed  with  a  gun  ;  and  that  no  reliance  could  be 
placed  on  the  words  following ;  for  that  the  statute 
enumerating  by  name,  gun,  crossbow,  fire  arms,  and 
bludgeons,  and  adding  *'  or  any  other  offensive 
weapons,'*  the  indictment  ought  to  have  specified 
the  offensive  weapon  in  any  case,  and  particularly 
where  the  weapon  intended  to  be  proved,  was  one  of 
those  named  in  the  statute. 

The  learned  .Judge  overruled  the  objection,  and  the 
prisoners  were  all  convicted ;  the  opinion  of  the  Judges 
was  requested  upon  the  propriety  of  the  conviction. 

This  case  was  considered  by  all  the  Judges,  except 
Parke  B.,  Maule  J.,  and  Platt  B.,  who  were  absent. 
They  were  all  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was 
right;  and  overruled  the  case  of  R.  v.  Davis  and 
another,  8  C.  &  P.  769.  (a) 


1845.  THE  QUEEN  v.  EDWARD  SPICER. 


PrisoTierin-    The  prisoner  was  indicted  before  Mr.  Baron  Alder- 

dieted  under  i.Ti/r«j  o.         *• 

Stat  7&8      5011,  at  the  Maidstone  Spring  Assizes,  1845,  for  sheep 

Geo.  4,  c.  29,  stpaHncr 

8. 26,  for        wealing,— 

stealing  The  indictment  was  in  the  common  form,  and  only 

shccD,    The 

juiytound  described  the  animal  as  **a  sheep.** 

Sd  2tf "  ^*  appeared  on  the  trial  that  it  was  doubtful,  whether 

saibed  was  it  was  a  lamb  or  a  sheep,  it  being  between  nine  and 

Indictment  twelve  months  old. 

held  good. 

(a)  The  indictment  there  charyired  that  A.  and  B.,  together  with  another 
person  entered  certain  /land,  "  the  said  A.  and  B.  then  and  there  being 
armed."  It  was  proved  that  the  third  person  (who  was  not  taken)  was 
armed,  and  that  neither  A.  nor  B.  were.  Patteson  J.,  held  that  this 
being  only  a  constructive  arming  of  A.  and  B.  was  not  sufficient  under 
the  statute. 
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On  this  point,  there  was  evidence  both  ways,  and       1845. 
the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  addressed  the  jury  on  that     Spicbb's 
point  alone. 

The  jury  in  answer  to  a  question  put  to  them,  stated 

that  in  common  parlance,  according  to  the  usual  mode 

of  describing  such  animals  in  the  country,  it  would  be 

called  a  lamb. 

There  was  no  doubt  of  the  fact  of  the  prisoner  having 
stolen  it. 

The  learned  Baron  directed  a  verdict  of  guilty, 
reserving  the  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges, 
and  respiting  the  sentence  on  the  prisoner  to  the  next 
Assizes. 

This  case  was  considered  by  all  the  Judges,  except 
Parke  B.,  Maule  J.,  Coleridge  J.,  and  Platt  B., 
who  were  absent. 

Pollock  C.  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Williams  J.,  Wight- 
man  J.,  Cresswell  J.,  held  the  conviction  to  be  wrong. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Tindal  C.  J.,  Alderson  B., 
CoLTMAN  J.,  RoLFB  B.,  Erle  J.,  held  it  to  be  right. 
Judgment  was  therefore  given  for  the  Crown  (a). 

(a)  JR.  V.  Looms  and  others,  1  Mood.  Cr.  C.  160,  it  was  there  held  that 
an  indictment  under  stat.  15  Creo.  2,  c.  34,  for  stealing  sheep  would  not 
support  a  conviction  for  stealing  lambs.  That  statute  specified  lambs  as 
well  as  sheep :  so  does  stat.  7  &  8  Geo,  4,  c.  29>  s.  25.  R,  v.  Puddifoot, 
1  ibid.  247,  an  indictment  under  the  last  mentioned  statute  for  stealing  a 
sheep,  is  not  supported  by  proof  of  stealing  an  ewe,  because  the  statute 
specifies  ewe  and  sheep,  R,  v.  Douglas,  1  Campb.  213.  An  indictment 
tinder  stat.  39  Geo.  3,  c.  58,  for  stealing  a  parcel  would  not  support  a 
conviction  for  stealing  a  basket,  because  the  statute  specified  baskets  and 
parcels,  (per  Lord  EUenborough,)  * 

It  is  believed  that  the  principle  of  the  decision  in  the  Text,  is  that  an 
indictment  describing  a  thing  oy  its  generic  term  is  supported  by  proof 
of  a  species,  which  is  clearly  comprehended  within  such  description  ;  not- 
withstanding that  the  statute  under  which  the  indictment  is  framed, 
mentions  both  the  genus  and  the  species.  R,  v.  Looms,  and  R,  v.  Pud- 
difoot,  mast  therefore  be  considered  to  be  overruled. 


G   2 


84  CROWN  CASES  RESERVED. 

1845. 

CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT. 


THE  QUEEN  v.  HINKS,  WILLIAMS  AND 

WAYWOOD. 

A.  and  B.       ^T  the  Sessions  hold  CD  for  the  Central  Criminal  Court 

indicted  for      *       r^ 

stealing,  C.  m  September^  1845,  upon  an  indictment  tried  be- 
RpfS^'  fore  the  Honourable  C.  E.  Law,  Recorder,  charging 
««i«y»  w^d  Joseph  Hinks  and  Robert  Waywood  with  stealing, 
as  a  witness  and  John  Williams  ^\i\i  feloniously  receiving  sixteen 
and  a'  ^He  P^""^^  weight  of  tea,  the  goods  of  Catherine  Fincham 
was  objected  and  Others.  The  prisoner  Robert  Waywood  pleaded 
counsel  for     guilty,  and  judgment  was  thereupon  respited  in  his 

M^ioftdm^ssi-  ^^®^'  ^^^  ^"^^  proceeded  against  Joseph  Hinks  charged 

ble.    Held,     as  one  of  the  principals  (with  the  said  Robert  Way- 

witness  in      wood)   and   against  John  Williams^  charged   as   the 

^mmon        receiver.    The  said  Robert  Waywood^as  in  the  course 

of  the  trial  tendered  as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution, 

and  admitted  by  the  Recorder  (after  consulting  the 

learned  Judges  on  the  rota)  subject  to  the  opinion  of 

Her  Majesty's  Judges. 

Whether  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  6  &  7 
Victoria,  c.  85,  s.  1,  and  under  the  proviso  therein 
contained,  the  evidence  of  Waywood  (convicted  upon 
his  own  confession  on  the  same  indictment)  was  inad- 
missible? or  whether  such  evidence  was  inadmissible 
as  being  the  evidence  of  a  party  to  a  proceeding  indi- 
vidually named  in  the  record  ? 

The  words  "  civil  or  criminal "  follow  the  word 
•'  proceeding,"  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  section,  but 
are  not  repeated  in  the  proviso  contained  therein. 

This  case  was  argued  on  November  22,  1845,  before 
all  the  Judges  except  Parke  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Colb- 
RiDOE  J.|  Cresswell  J.,  and  Platt  B. 
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Huddleston  appeared  for  the  prisoner :  no  counsel       ^845. 
appeared  for  the  Crown.  Hwjks'b 

Huddleston.  There  are  two  questions  for  conside- 
ration. 1.  Whether  the  evidence  of  Waywood  was 
admissible  under  that  provision  of  the  stat.  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  85,  8.  1 ,  which  removes  the  disqualification  arising 
from  a  conviction.  2.  Whether  it  was  inadmissible 
under  the  proviso  mentioned  in  the  case.  The  section 
of  the  statute  is  as  follows :  (a) 

Alderson  B. — Would  not  he  be  a  good  witness 
without  the  statute  ? 

Huddleston.  I  shall  submit.  1.  That  he  would 
not.  2.  "  That  '*  proceeding  '*  in  the  statute  means 
criminal  as  well  as  civil.  3.  That  he  was  a  party 
to  the  proceeding.  The  argument  for  the  Crown  is 
that  conviction  without  judgment  does  not  render  a 
prisoner  incompetent  from  infamy.  In  the  Books  of 
Practice,  a  judgment  is  said  to  be  necessary.  The 
authorities  do  not  support  them. 

Pollock  C.  B. — ^Therefore  if  a  man  is  indicted  for 

(a)  Whereas  the  ioi^aiiy  after  truth  in  Courts  of  Justice,  is  often 
obstructed  by  incapacities,  created  bv  the  present  law,  and  it  is  desirable 
that  full  information  as  to  the  facts  in  issue,  both  in  criminal  and  in  civil 
cases  should  be  laid  before  the  persons  who  are  appointed  to  decide  upon 
them*  and  that  such  persons  should  exercise  their  judgment  on  the  credit 
of  the  witnesses  adduced,  and  on  the  truth  of  their  testimony.  Be  it 
enacted,  that  no  person  offered  as  a  witness  shall  hereafter  be  excluded  by 
reason  of  incapacity  from  crime,  or  interest  from  giving  evidence,  either  in 
person,  or  by  deposition,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  on  the 
trial  of  any  issue  joined,  or  of  any  matter  or  Question,  or  on  any  inquiry 
arising  on  any  suit,  action  or  proceeding,  civtl  or  criminal  in  any  Court, 
or  before  any  Judge,  jury,  sheriff,  coroner,  magistrate,  officer,  or  person, 
having  by  law,  or  by  consent  of  parties,  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and 
examine  evidence,  but  that  every  person  so  offered  may  and  shall  be 
admitted  to  give  evidence  on  oath,  or  solemn  affirmation  in  those  cases 
wherein  affinnation  is  by  law  receivable,  notwithstandinpr  that  such 
person  may  or  shall  have  an  interest  in  the  matter  in  question,  or  in  the 
event  of  the  trial  of  any  issue,  matter,  question  or  injury,  or  of  the  suit, 
action^  or  proceeding  in  which  he  is  offered  as  a  witness,  and  notwithstand- 
9mg  thai  sick  person  offered  as  a  witness  may  have  been  previously  convicted 
qfamy  crime  or  offence :  Provided  that  this  Act  shM  not  render  competent 
any  party  to  any  suit,  action,  or  proceeding  individually  named  tn  the 
record,  «yc« 
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1845.       a  conspiracy  and  moves  for  a  new  trial,  he  is  infamous 
HiNKs's     pending  the  rule. 

Alderson  B. — It  has  always  been  the  universal 
practice  to  call  such  witnesses,  and  this  objection  has 
never  been  raised. 

Huddleston.  There  is  much  disagreement  about 
the  principle  of  inadmissibility,  arising  from  infamy. 
The  old  cases  say  that  the  crime  creates  the  infamy, 
not  the  punishment  (Pendock  v.  Mackender^  2  Wilson, 
18).  Others,  attainder;  but  this  latter  cause  will  not 
apply  to  misdemeanors ;  others,  that  it  is  a  part  of 
the  punishment ;  but  this  cannot  be ;  for  the  testi- 
mony of  the  witness  is  the  privilege  of  the  party 
requiring  it,  not  of  the  witness  himself.  Phillipps*  Ev. 
p.  15,  8th  ed.  assigns  as  a  ground  that  '^  the  testimony 
of  persons  convicted  of  infamous  crimes  is  devoid  of 
all  presumption  of  credit,  and  would  therefore  be  more 
likely  to  mislead  than  to  assist  in  the  investigation  of 
truth  in  Courts  of  Justice."  This  grounds  the  exclusion 
on  the  moral  turpitude  of  the  crime.  (See  Mr.  Davy^s 
speech  in  'Eliz.  Canning's  case,  19  Howell's  State 
Trials,  609-10.)  But  that  is  too  wide,  for  it  would 
exclude  accomplices  who  though  equally  low  in  cha- 
racter with  others  who  are  excluded,  are  certainly 
competent.  These  anomalies  are  the  necessary  con- 
sequences of  a  fixed  general  rule  of  exclusion.  That 
rule,  whatever  be  its .  principle,  is  now  established. 
The  question  is  from  what  point  it  starts?  The  Text 
Book  say  from  the  judgment.  (Phill.  Ev.  p.  19,  8th 
ed. ;  7  Com.  Dig.  Testmoigne,  A.  4.  Rose.  Crim.  Ev. 
p.  101,  ed.  1835.)  All  these  writers  refer  to  the  case 
o{  Wicks  V.  Smallbrooke,  Sid.  51 ;  S.  C.  1  Keble,  134. 
This  case  does  not  support  the  position.  I  submit  that 
it  is  from  the  conviction. 

Alderson  B. — In  R.  v.  Crosby ^  2  Salkeld,  p.  689, 
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it  is  taken  to  arise  from  the  judgment.     So  in  Star-      1845, 
kie's  Evid.  and  the  authorities  there  cited.  Hinks's 

Pollock  C.B. — The  same  rule  applies  in  other  cases. 
A  verdict  of  a  jury  in  a  civil  cause  is  not  evidence 
without  judgment. 

Huddleston.      Bacon   (Abridg.   Evidence,   A.   6,) 
says,  ^^  It  seems  now  agreed  that  a  conviction^and  there- 
fore a  fortiori  an  attainder  or  judgmenty  &c.  are  good 
causes  of  exception  against  a  witness  while  they  con- 
tinue in  force."     This  seems  to  show  that  either  a 
conviction  or  a  judgment  are  grounds  of  exclusion. 
So  Chitty  (I  Cr.  Law,  p.  543)  says,  that  it  is  ground 
of  challenge  of  a  juror  propter  delictum  **  if  he  has 
been  convicted  or  attainted  of  treason,  &c."     What  is 
a  conviction  ?    If  synonymous  with  judgment,  cadit 
qvuBstio.   If  different,  tlie  authorities  show  it  sufficient. 
Coke,  (Litt.  390)  says,  attainder  is  larger  than  con- 
viction ;  a  man  is  convicted  when  he  is  found  guilty 
by  verdict  or  confesses  the  crime  before  judgment  had, 
but  not  attainted  till  judgment  is  also  passed  on  him. 
(Staundford,  PL  Cr.)   Convictus  is  he  that  is  found 
guilty  of  an  offence  by  verdict  of  a  jury.  (Hawkins,  PL  C. 
B.  1 ,  ch.  26,  p.  373-4).  Judgment  amounts  to  conviction 
though  it  doth  not  follow  that  every  one  who  is  convict 
is  adjudged.     (Crompton  Justice  of  Peace,  9.)     Con- 
viction is  either  when  a  man  is  outlawed,  or  appeareth 
and  confesseth,  or  is  found  guilty  by  the  inquest;  and 
when  a  statute  excludes  from  clergy  persons  found 
guilty  of  felony,  &c.,  it  extends  to  those  who  are  con- 
victed by  confession.     Here  then  the  party  was  con- 
victed, though  no  judgment  was  passed  on  him  :  the 
evidence  of  bis  conviction  was  the  entry  of  his  plea 
of  guilty  by  the  Clerk  of  Assize.     BuUer  (N.  Pr. 
292,  note  (a))  says,  ''  If  the  conviction  is  in  the  same 
count,  it  seems  the  practice  at  the  Old  Bailey  to 
admit  the  Minutes  of  the  Clerk  of  Arraigns  without 
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1846.  formally  making  out  the  record.'*  In  E.  v.  Baldwin^ 
UiNKs's  3  Campb.  265,  which  was  an  indictment  for  receiving 
^'  stolen  goods,  an  informal  record  of  a  conviction  having 
been  put  in  to  prove  the  conviction  of  the  principal, 
Thompson  B.  said,  *'  The  judgment  is  not  necessary, 
and  may  be  rejected.  The  conviction,  I  conceive,  is 
sufficient.  And  in  a  note  to  that  case,  it  is  said 
to  have  been  held  that  in  an  indictment  against  a 
receiver  of  stolen  goods,  it  is  sufficient  to  state  the 
conviction  without  the  attainder  of  the  principal  felon. 
Again,  there  is  a  distinction  in  the  cases  of  treason 
and  felony  with  respect  to  forfeiture.  In  treason  it 
is  on  attainder,  in  felony  on  conviction,  (1  Chitty, 
Cr.  Law,  p.  736;  Co.  Lit.  391  (a.)  Com.  Dig. 
Forfeit.  B.  4,  7.) 

Alderson  B. — ^That  is  on  judgment,  which  dates 
back  to  the  conviction. 

Maule  J. — An  alienation  is  not  valid  after  convic- 
tion, and  before  judgment. 

HuddUston.  R.  v.  Ink.  oj  Castell  Careinion^  8  Elast, 
77,  is  not  in  point.  There  the  only  question  was 
whether  parol  evidence  could  be  given  of  a  conviction, 
it  being  assumed  that  there  was  a  judgment  recorded. 
In  Lee  v  Gansely  \  Cowp.  Rep.  3,  Lord  Mansfield 
only  said  that  he  knew  of  no  case  where  a  conviction 
alone  was  sufficient.  This  reason,  viz.  that  on  motion 
in  arrest  of  judgment  it  might  be  quashed  would  apply 
equally  to  the  exclusion  of  a  judgment,  for  that  might 
be  quashed  on  writ  of  error. 

Secondly.  Waywood  was  a  party  individually 
named  on  the  record. 

Alderson  B. — He  was  not  a  party  to  the  issue. 
{Hawkesworth  v.  Showier,  12  M.  &  W.  49.) 

Huddltston.  If  he  were  admitted  as  a  witness  it  might 
lead  to  injustice  ;  for  on  cross-examination  he  might 
be  drawn  into  saying  something  which  might  aggra- 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  89 


Case. 


vate  his  seDtence.  In  Lafone's  case,  (5  Esp.  154)  Lord  1845. 
Ellenbarough  would  not  allow  a  defendant  in  a  joint  Hinks'* 
indictment  who  had  suffered  judgment  by  default  to 
be  called  for  another  defendant.  Where  an  accom- 
plice is  called,  he  is  not  included  in  the  indictment; 
or  if  so,  a  nolle  prosequi  is  entered  before  he  gives  his 
testimony.  (Starkie,  Ev.  1,  143.)  In  Crown  prosecu- 
tions no  defendant  can  be  examined  on  behalf  even  of 
the  King,  until  a  nolle  prosequi  be  entered  against 
that  particular  defendant.  {Ward  v.  Man,  2  Atk.  22\).) 
Thirdly,  The  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85,  does  not 
make  him  admissible.  '^  Proceeding"  there  is  applied 
to  criminal  as  well  as  civil  matters.  They  are  coupled 
throughout  the  preamble.  In  the  after  part  of  the  act, 
the  word  proceeding  must  be  construed  in  as  exten- 
sive a  sense.  Waywood  was  a  party  to  the  proceeding, 
and  therefore  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  Act. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Afterwards  the  Judges  who  heard  the  argument  were 
unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  witness  was  admis- 
sible at  common  law  (a). 


REGINA  V.  WILLIAM  CAMPLIN.  1845. 


The  prisoner  was  tried  before  Mr.  Baron  Parke  at  the  Prisoner 
March  Sessions  at  the  Old  Bailey,  and  convicted  of  a  fhirteeiT'  ^ 
rape  on  the  person  of  a  girl  of  thirteen  years  of  age.       years  of  age 
He  made  her  quite  drunk,  and  when  she  was  in  a  purpose  of 

exciting  her  { 
she  became 
quite  drunk ;  and  when  she  was  in  a  state  of  insensibility  he  violated  her.  Held :  a  rape. 


(a)  There  is  nothing  to  disquaUfy  any  witness  in  the  provisions  of  the 
8tat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  an  enabling  statute,  removing 
incompetencies. 
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1845.      Ptate  of  insensibility  took  advantage  of  it  and  violated 
Camplin*8    her. 

The  jury  found  that  he  gave  her  liquor  for  the  pur- 
pose of  exciting  her,  not  with  the  intention  of  render- 
ing her  insensible,  and  then  having  sexual  intercourse 
with  her. 

It  was  objected  by  the  prisoner's  counsel,  that  the 
crime  of  rape  was  not  committed.  The  learned  Baron 
reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  Her  Majesty's 
Judges. 

On  April  26,  1845,  this  case  was  argued  before  all 
the  Judges,  except  Erle  J.,  and  Maule  J.,  who  were 
absent. 

Ballantine  for  the  prisoner.  The  offence  does  not 
amount  to  rape.  *^  Rape  is  the  carnal  knowledge  of 
any  woman  above  the  age  of  ten  years,  against  her 
willj  Sfc.  The  essential  words  in  an  indictment  of 
rape  are  rapuit  et  carnaliter  cognovit^  but  camaliter 
cognovit,  nor  any  other  circumlocution,  without  the 
word  rapuit  are  not  sufficient  in  a  legal  sense  to  ex- 
press rape."  (Hale,  PI.  Cr.  i.  628;  Co.  3rd.  Inst 
cap.  xi.  p.  60.)  "  It  seems  that  rape  is  an  offence  in 
having  unlawful  and  carnal  knowledge  of  a  woman 
by  force  and  against  her  will.''  (Hawkins,  PI.  Cr.  i. 
122.)  To  constitute  rape  there  must  be  actual  force 
used,  and  actual  resistance  to  that  force.  There  must 
be  an  opposing  will  on  the  part  of  the  person  ravished. 
This  case  is  analogous  to  R.  v.  Jo^kson^  R.  &  R.  Cr.  C. 
487  ;  R.  V.  Saunders,  8  C.  &  P.  265  ;  R.  v.  Williams, 
id.  286 ;  all  which  cases  go  to  show  that  where  the 
connection  is  not  against  the  will,  though  it  be  so  only 
because  the  will  is  deluded,  the  crime  committed  does 
not  amount  to  rape. 

Patteson  J. — If  a  man  knocks  a  woman  down  and 
makes  her  insensible,  and  then  has  connection  with 
her  while  she  is  insensible,  according  to  you  that  would 
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be  no  rape,  because  she  did  not  resist,  and  evinced  no       ^^^' 
opposing  will.  Camplin'b 

Alderson  B. — In  cases  of  fraud  the  woman's  will 
is  exercised,  though  it  is  exercised  under  the  influence 
of  fraud  ;  but  in  the  case  put  by  my  Brother  Patteson 
there  is  force.  There  resistance  was  impossible  owing 
to  the  blow  given  by  the  prisoner.  Here  it  was  ren- 
dered impossible  by  the  liquor  which  he  had  admi- 
nistered. 

Ballantine.  In  M.  v.  Stanton,  1  C.  &  K.  415, 
Coleridge  J.  held  that  an  assault  with  a  view  to  have 
connection  with  a  woman  by  surprise,  the  prisoner 
intending  to  desist  if  discovered  and  resisted,  was  not 
an  assault  with  intent  to  commit  a  rape,  because  there 
was  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  to  effect 
his  purpose  by  force. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  is  put  as  if  resistance  was 
essential  to  rape ;  but  that  is  not  so,  although  proof  of 
resistance  may  be  strong  evidence  in  the  case. 

The  conviction  was  held  right  by  a  majority  of  the 
Judges  present. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Tindal  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B., 
Parke  B.,  Alderson  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Williams  J., 
Coleridge  J.,  Wightman  J.,  and  Platt  B.,  thought 
the  conviction  right.* 

BoLFE  B.,  Cresswell  J.,  and  Coltman  J.,  thought 
it  wrong. 
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1845.  THE  QUEEN  v.  GEORGE  MIDDLEDITCH. 

Case. 

Prisoner  was  Georoe  Middleditch  was  coDvicted  at  the  Central 
iniderBtot.  Criminal  Court,  before  the  Honourable  Charles 
7&BG€o.4,  E.  Law^  Recorder  of  London,   upon  an  indictment 

C.  29»  8. 8,  (10         _         _  _,  /.       #.  1      .        1 

i8t  count)  under  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  8,  for  feloniously 
wwly^accus-  accusing  Frederick  Rennell  Thackery  of  a  certain 
ingA.  B.ofa  infamous  crime,  that  is  tosav,  of  having  made  to  him 
mous  crime,  a  certain  solicitation  whereby  to  move  and  induce  him 
of  having**^'  to  commit  with  the  said  Frederick  Rennell  Thackery^ 
made  to  the    the  crime  of  b ,  with  a  view  to  extort  and  gain 

pnsoneracer.  r  i  • 

tain  solicita-  money  trom  him. 

tomovewttd^  Second  count,  charging  a  certain  other  solicitation, 

induce  the  whereby  to  move  and  induce  him  to  permit  the  crime 

commit  with   of  b ,  to  be  committed  by  the  said  Frederick 

S"iL?^f  Rennell  TAac&ery  (a). 

sodomy,  with  Third  count,  for  accusing  the  said  Frederick  Rennell 

extort  and  Thackery  of  a  certain  infamous  crime,  with  a  view  and 

iSm  hiT^  intent  to  extort  money  from  him. 

(2nd  count)  The  evidence  proved  that  on  the  night  in  question 

sameo^nce  about  half  past  ten,  the  prisoner  dressed  in  a  soldier's 

Jrff^^^ti'  uniform,   came  up  to  and  accosted   the   prosecutor. 

Held :hy  Major-general  Frederick  Rennell  Thackery  as  he  was 

Judges  to  *  passing  down  Hemming' s  Row,  endeavoured  to  whisper 

five,  that  the  ^q  JjJjjj  g^d  stooped, — asked  what  hour  it  was,  and 

eyidencewas  "^ 

not  suffi-       receiving  for  answer,  **  I  don't  know  exactly,  but  it  is 

thTinujnt^^^  past  ten,'*  attempted  to  whisper  several  times  again, 

laid.  but  the  prosecutor  drawing  back,  what  the  prisoner 

said  in  such  whispers  was  inaudible.    That  the  prisoner 

followed  the  prosecutor  for  a  considerable  time,  through 

(a)  The  2nd  count  was  thus  stated  in  the  case  submitted  to  the  Judges ; 
but  it  probably  ran  in  the  indictment  in  the  same  terms  as  the  first,  only 
reversing  the  parties.  As  it  now  stands  it  charges  a  mere  misdemeanor. 
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Chreen   street^  Leicester  square j  Panton  street  into       1 845> 
Jermyn  street^  and  into  the  Haymarhet,  Piccadilly  and    Middle- 
Hegent    drcus^  and  when   asked  by  a  person   who       Case, 
interfered  for  the  protection  of  the  prosecutor  in  Picca- 
dilly ^  **What  do  you  mean  by  annoying  this  gentle- 
man?"  prisoner  replied,  "I   know   what   I  mean." 
That  the  prosecutor  on  getting  into  the  RegenVs  Circus^ 
applied  to  a  policeman  to  take  the  prisoner  in  charge 
ibr  following  and   annoying  him    and   at  the  same 
moment  the  prisoner  ran  up  and  said,  ^^  I  charge  this 
person    (meaning  the   prosecutor)   with   making  an 
indecent  assault  on  my  person."     That  he  afterwards 
explained  this  by  stating,  '^  This  man  came  up  to  me 
io  Orange  street,  where  I  was  standing  at  a  watering 
place,  making  water,  and  putting  his  hand  round  a 
stone  which  stood  between  me  and  an  adjoining  urinal, 
took  hold  of  my  private  parts."     The  same  charge  was 
preferred  at  the  Station-house,   and  also  before  the 
magistrate,  with  this  addition,  that  the  alleged  assault 
taking  place,  the  prisoner  asserted,  *'  I  said  what  do 
you  mean  by  that,  you  damned  old  scoundrel?"  and  he, 
the  prosecutor  replied,  **  Don't  make  a  noise  for  God's 
sake,"  and  immediately  walked  away.     According  to 
the  evidence,  the  prosecutor  had  not  been  in  an  accom- 
modation place  that  evening  with  the  prisoner  or  any 
other  person,  but  being  followed  by  the  prisoner,  and 
ohserving  a  cigar  shop  in   Piccadilly^   he  inquired 
^here  he  could  find  a  policeman,  the  prisoner  was  at 
that  time  looking  in  at  the  window  of  the  cigar  shop, 
snd  afterwards  continued  his  annoyance  to  the  prose- 
cutor, by  following  him  when  he  came  out  of  the  shop. 
A  young  man,  a  stranger  to  the  prosecutor,  upon  this 
volunteered  his  protection  to  the  prosecutor,  and  put  the 
question  before  alluded  to,  to  the  prisoner,  "  What  do 
you  mean  by  annoying  this  gentleman  ?"  and  the 
prisoner  replied,  '^I  know  what  I  mean." 
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1845.  The  evidence  of  the  prosecutor  was  conJBrmed  in 

Middle-     several  important  particulars  by  the  policeman,  by 

Case.  the  assistant  in  the  tobacconist's  shop  in  Piccadilly ,  and 
by  the  young  man  who  came  to  his  assistance,  and  who 
first  noticed  the  prisoner's  conduct  to  the  prosecutor 
in  Panton  street,  and  frequent  applications -of  the  latter 
to  the  prisoner  to  go  away  and  not  to  annoy  him. 

The  precise  terms  of  the  prisoner's  charge  before  the 
magistrate  were  as  follows, — ^'  I  am  a  private  in  the 
Second  Battalion  of  Coldstream  Guards,  between  ten 
and  eleven  o'clock  last  night  I  was  proceeding  towards 
my  barracks,  down  Orange  street.  I  had  occasion  to 
stop  at  a  watering  place — while  so  doing,  the  defendant 
came  into  the  adjoining  watering  place;  there  is  a 
partition,  he  looked  round  at  me,  then  he  put  his  hand 
round  and  caught  hold  of  my  private  parts.     I  said 

*  What    do   you    mean    by   that    you   d d    old 

scoundrel  V  He  made  answer,  *  Don't  make  a  noise 
.  for  God's  sake,'  and  left  the  place  immediately.  I 
followed  him.  He  went  into  a  tobacconist's  shop 
between  the  comer  of  Whitecomb  street  and  Regent 
street^  he  came  out  in  two  or  three  minutes,  caught 
hold  of  a  young  man's  arm,  and  they  walked  on ;  he 
said  to  me,  *  Which  way  are  you  going?'  I  made  him  no 
answer,  he  stopped  and  said,  *  I  am  going  the  reverse 
way  to  you ;'  he  turned  round  to  the  right,  I  still 
followed  him,  he  stopped  and  asked  me  what  I  was 
following  him  for;  I  told  him,  I  wanted  to  get  a  con- 
stable ;  he  turned  back  again,  I  followed  him  to  Regent 
Grctis^  when  I  gave  him  in  charge."  On  cross-exami- 
nation he  said,  ^^  I  made  a  charge  on  the  1 2th  of  July 
last  against  a  gentleman  named  Williams^  of  a  similar 
nature ;  I  never  made  any  other  charge  of  this  sort 
against  any  person,  I  have  never  been  summoned  to 
,  appear  against  Williams ;  I  did  not  report  this  case  at 

the  barracks  last  night." 
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A  letter  had  been  given  to  the  prisoner  over  night  1845.  _^ 

by  the  inspector,  to  deliver  to  his  commanding  officer    Middle- 
stating,  that  the  prisoner  had  charged  Major  Thackery     '^owe!' 
with  an  indecent  assault,  and  must  appear  before  the 
magistrate  the  next  morning. 

The  prisoner  produced  the  letter  next  morning  from 
bis  pocket,  and  asked  the  inspector  if  it  was  necessary 
he  should  attend  before  the  magistrate,  and  being  told 
he  must,  having  charged  a  (this)  gentleman  with  an 
oflence,  the  prisoner  said  he  had  been  advised  not  to 
attend,  as  it  would  bring  the  regiment  into  disgrace. 
He  did  however  attend,  and  made  the  charge  in  the 
terms  already  stated. 

Upon  this  evidence  the  following  questions  in  sub- 
stance were  (at  a  subsequent  sessions,)  submitted  by 
the  Recorder  to  the  opinion  of  some  of  the  learned 
Judges  on  the  rota  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court, 
with  a  view  of  eventually  reserving  the  case  for  the 
consideration  of  the  fifteen  Judges,  provided,  the 
Judges  consulted  upon  the  points  should  deem  that 
course  expedient  and  proper  under  the  circumstances. 
First.  Whether  the  first  two  counts  of  the  indict- 
ment alleging  a  solicitation  to  commit  a  capital  offence, 
were  proved  by  the  charge  in  fact  made  by  the  prisoner, 
and  which  the  prisoner's  counsel  contended,  amounted 
to  a  charge  of  an  indecent  assault  only. 

Second.  As  to  the  third  count,  whether  it  was  suffi- 
cient to  allege  an  accusation  '^of  an  infamous  crime," 
without  setting  out  the   particulars?    the  prisoner's 
counsel  contending  that  although  for  the  convenience  of 
expression,  the  Legislature  had  defined  what  it  includes 
under  the  term  ^*  infamous  crime/'  this  does  not  excuse 
the  prosecutor  for  particularising  in  this  indictment  the 
specific  charge,  made  any  more  than  the  definition  of 
"valuable  security"  in  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29, 
s*  5,  enables  a  prosecutor  in  an  indictment  for  larceny 
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_  1845.       to  describe  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note  by 
MioDLB-     the  more  general  term  **  valuable  security/' 

DITCH  8 

Case.  The  Recorder,  in  summing  up,  recapitulated  the 

whole  of  the  evidence,  and  stated  to  the  jury, 

First  That  in  order  to  convict  the  prisoner,  they 
must  be  satisfied  he  accused  the  prosecutor  of  "a  certain 
infamous  crime"  as  defined  by  the  statute  (reading 
to  them  the  words  of  the  act)  and  as  alleged  in  the 
indictment. 

Second.  That  the  accusation  was  made  ^'  with  a 
view  or  intent  to  extort  money." 

That  it  could  not  be  expected  that  the  charge  in  its 
precise  terms  would  follow  the  definition  and  language 
of  the  statute,  that  the  prosecutor  "  had  been  guilty 
of  a  solicitation  to  induce  him  to  commit,  &c.  but  that 
regard  might  be  had,  not  only  to  the  precise  language, 
but  also  to  the  conduct  and  demeanour  of  the  prisoner 
throughout  the  transaction,  to  explain  the  prisoner's 
meaning  and  intention,  and  the  nature  of  the  charge 
he  intended  to  convey  by  the  words  he  used.  The 
act  of  following  and  dogging  the  heels  of  the  prosecu- 
tor, apparently  to  track  him  to  his  lodgings,  the 
repeated  attempts  to  whisper,  the  demand  of  the 
hour,  the  answer  to  the  question,  "  What  do  you  mean 
by  annoying  this  gentleman?"  "I  know  what  I  mean  ;** 
that  in  reply  to  the  prosecutor's  complaint,  '^  This  man 
has  been  annoying  me,"  the  prisoner  ran  up  and  said, 
*^  I  charge  this  person  with  making  an  indecent 
assault  on  my  person ;''  that  the  charge  was  not  con- 
fined to  a  charge  in  general  terms  of  an  indecent 
assault,  but  the  prisoner  proceeded  to  say,  that  it 
occurred  in  Orange  street^  in  an  accommodation 
place  for  making  water,  together  with  the  disgusting 
particulars  of  the  assault  the  prisoner  represented  to 
have  taken  place  there.  These  circumstances,  together 
with  the  allegations  made  by  the  prisoner  to  the 
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policeman  at  the  Station-house  and  before  the  raagis-       1845. 
Irate,  his  account  of  his  own  conduct  in  a  transaction     Middle- 

ditch's 

of  a  similar  nature,  the  charge  against  a  gentleman  case. 
of  the  name  of  Williamsj  and  the  issue  of  it  appeared 
to  the  Recorder  to  hear  upon  the  point.  What  was 
the  real  nature  and  gist  of  the  accusation  he  intended 
to  convey  in  the  terms  he  used  ?  What  he  meant  ? 
Or  to  use  the  prisoner's  own  expression,  ''I  know  what 
I  mean/'  and  what  the  prisoner  intended,  the  prose- 
cutor as  well  as  others  should  understand.  The 
Recorder  also  observed,  that  the  ambiguity  of  the 
expressions  used  might  be  explained  in  the  sequel  by 
the  declaration  of  the  prisoner.  Amongst  others, 
*•  I  told  him  (the  prosecutor)  I  wanted  to  get  a  con- 
stable." See  1  Moody's  Crown  Cases,  The  King  v. 
James  Tucker^  the  younger^  pp.  134.  136. 

Second.  With  what  view  or  intent  the  accusation 
was  made  ? 

The  jury  were  invited  to  consider  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  whether  it  was  made  with 
intent  to  extort  money,  or  with  what  other  intent; 
whether  the  prisoner  from  the  first  intended  to  give 
the  prosecutor  into  custody,  into  the  hands  of  the  law, 
when  he  followed  him,  or  to  alarm  him  with  a  view 
to  extort  money,  and  whether  the  jury  collected  from 
the  evidence  that  intention  and  object,  whether  the 
prisoner  followed  the  prosecutor  with  that  view,  and 
made  the  charge  with  that  object  as  a  means  of  ex- 
torting money  ;  assuming  that  to  have  been  the  original 
purpose  of  the  prisoner,  whether  that  purpose  was 
abandoned  when  he  made  the  charge,  or  was  retained 
by  him.     The  jury  were  told  that  in  this  view  of  the 
case  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  the  charge  was  material, 
that  a  false  charge  which  placed  an  innocent  man  in 
the  hands  of  the  law  (in  a  case  where  accusation  alone 
is  calculated  to  alarm  and  degrade  the  party  accused) 
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1845.       might  be  made  an  effectual  means  thereafter,  to  extort 
MiDDLB-     money,  and  was  evidence  to  be  considered  by  the  jury 

ditch's  y  f*       y 

Case.  io  their  determining  with  what  view  and  intent  the 
prisoner  at  the  time  and  under  the  circumstances 
made  the  chaise  against  the  prosecutor.  The  jury 
were  expressly  asked  by  the  Recorder,  whether  they 
implicitly  believed  the  statement  of  the  prosecutor,  that 
it  was  a  false  charge,  one  entirely  without  foundation, 
and  against  a  perfect  stranger,  and  if  they  believed 
the  statement  of  the  prosecutor,  then  in  the  absence  of 
any  other  assignable  motive  for  the  conduct  of  the 
prisoner,  whether  they  thought  the  charge  was  made 
by  him  with  a  view  or  intent  to  extort  money  ? 
With  what  intent  1  The  whole  of  the  evidence  having 
been  previously  read  over,  in  conclusion,  the  jury 
were  asked  whether  the  facts  enabled  them  to  form 
a  clear  and  distinct  opinion  on  the  two  points  ? 

First.  Whether  the  prisoner  intended  to  convey 
a  charge  of  the  infamous  crime  as  laid  ? 

Second.  With  what  view  or  intent  he  made  such  an 
accusation  ? 

The  jury,  by  their  verdict,  found  the  prisoner  guilty 
on  the  whole  indictment. 

With  regard  to  the  third  count,  it  was  submitted 
that  it  would  introduce  before  the  Judges  the  appli- 
cation  of  the  law  laid  down  in  the  House  of  Lords  in 
O^ConneWs  case,  unless  it  be  still  competent  in 
making  up  the  record  to  confine  the  judgment  to  the 
two  first  counts,  (the  sentence  having  been  already 
passed  and  without  restriction  to  the  two  first  counts,) 
and  to  deal  with  the  third  count  (assuming  that  is 
deemed  bad)  as  insufficient  on  the  face  of  it,  as  a 
nullity,  and  on  which  no  judgment  could  be  main- 
tained. 

But  a  distinction  might  possibly  be  taken  between 
the  case  of  O^Cannell  (that  of  misdemeanor)  and  the 
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present  case,    that   of  felony.      The   charge  in   the       1845. 
present  indictment  being  a  charge  of  one  and   the     middle. 
same  felony,   "  the  accusing  of  a  certain  infamous      ^cwf  * 
crime  with  a  view  to  extort  money,"  although  the 
third    count   might    be    deemed  insufficient   in   not 
particularizing  the  specific  charge  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  the  definition  of  an  infamous  crime  in  the 
statute. 

The  opinion  of  the  learned  Judges  was  desired. 

First.  Whether  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  go 
to  the  jury,  and  to  sustain  the  verdict  on  the  two  first 
counts  of  the  indictment,  which  alleged  a  solicitation 
to  commit  a  capital  offence,  in  the  express  terms  of  the 
statute  ? 

Second.  Whether  a  general  judgment  upon  the 
finding  of  the  jury  on  the  whole  indictment  is  rendered 
void  or  voidable  by  the  insufficient  statement  of  the 
offence  charged  in  the  third  count  of  the  indictment. 

This  case  was  considered  by  the  Judges,  and  the 
majority  present  held  the  conviction  bad. 

They  were  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  if  the 
charges  be  confined  to  the  charge  before  the  police 
magistrate,  it  could  not  be  with  intent  to  obtain 
money. 

But  five  of  the  Judges,  (Lord  Denman  C.  J., 
TindalC.  J.,  Erle  J.,Wightman,  J.  and  Williams  J.), 
thought  that  the  previous  conduct  of  the  prisoner, 
coupled  with  the  charge,  was  sufficient  evidence  for 
the  jury  to  convict  the  prisoner  on  this  indictment. 
Seven  of  the  Judges  thought  otherwise,  (Pollock 
C.  B.,  Alderson  B.,  Rolpe  B.,  Coltman  J.,  Patte- 
soN  J.,  Coleridge  J.  and  Cresswell  J.).  It,  therefore, 
became  unnecessary  to  consider  the  second  question 
submitted  to  their  Lordships. 
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SUMMER  ASSIZES,  1845. 


1845.  REGINA  t;.  VIOLET  CRAWFORD. 


"  ??j!I?°^       The  prisoner  was  convicted  before  Mr.  Baron  Rolfe 
" destructiye  at  the  Summer  Durham  Assizes,  1845,  on  an  indict- 
within  the      nient  founded  on  the  5th  section  of  1  Vict.  c.  85. 
'^86^  ^^*        ^^^  ^^^  count  charged  that  the  prisoner  feloniously 
made  an  assault  on  Patrick  Crawford,  and  then  and 
there  feloniously,  unlawfully  and  maliciously  did  cast 
and  throw  upon  the  said  Patrick  Crawford,  certain 
destructive  matter,  to  wit,  one  quart  of  boiling  water^ 
with  intent  in  so  doing  then  and  there,  and  thereby 
him  the  said  Patrick  Crawford  to  burn,  and  him  the 
said  Patrick   Crawford  thereby  then  and  there  did 
grievously  burn  against,  &c.  &c. 

The  other  three  counts  differed  only  in  this,  that 
instead  of  burning,  the  injury  being  alleged  to  have 
been  intended  and  effected,  was  in  the  second  count 
disfiguring;  in  the  third  disabling;  and  in  the  fourth, 
doing  grievous  bodily  harm. 

The  prisoner  was  the  wife  of  Patrick  Crawford,  and 
it  was  proved  very  clearly  that  when  her  husband  was 
asleep,  she,  under  the  influence  of  jealousy,  boiled  a 
quart  of  water  in  a  coffee-pot  and  poured  it  over  his 
face  and  into  one  of  his  ears,  and  ran  off  boasting  she 
had  boiled  him  in  his  sleep.  The  injury  was  very 
grievous.  The  man  was  for  a  time  deprived  of  sight,  and 
has  frequently  lost  for  a  time  the  hearing  of  one  ear.  The 
learned  Baron  thought  it  doubtful,  however,  whether 
boiling  water  is  destructive  matter  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute,  and  therefore  respited  the  judgment  and 
reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges. 
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This  case  was  considered  by  the  Judges,  and  all  pre-  1845. 

Bent  held  the  conviction  right.  Craw- 

Parke  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Coleridge  J.,  Cress-  cue. 
WELL  J.,  and  Platt  B.,  were  absent. 


REGINA  V.  WILLIAM  JONES  AND  JAMES 

MCDONALD.  1845. 


The  prisoners  were  tried  and  convicted  before  Mr.  ^en\°Jnder 

Baron  Molfe  at  the  Liverpool  Summer  Assizes,  1845,  stat.  7  Vict. 

for  stealing  from  the  person.  more  speedy 

By  7  Vkt.  c.  2,  entitled  '*  An  Act  for  the  more  *^»^°^ 

''  ,  ,  ,  offences 

speedy  trial  of  offences  committed  on  the  high  seas,'    committed 
it  was  enacted  that  **  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of  Assize  seMjneS 
or  others  Her  Majesty's  Commissioners  by  whom  any  not  contain 

J       J  •'  ,  •'    an  averment 

Court  shall  be  holden  under  any  of  Her  Majesty's  that  the 
Commissions    of  Oyer    and    Terminer    or   General  committed' 
Gaol  Delivery  shall  have  severally  and  iointly  all  the  "within the 

,     •'  J  o  »f  ^      jurisdiction 

powers  which  by.  any  Act  are  given  to  the  Commis-  oftheAd- 
sioners  named  in  any  Commission  of  Oyer  and  Ter-  ^^  *^* 
miner  for  the  trial  of  offences  committed  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  of  England,  and  that  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  first  mentioned  Justices  and 
Commissioners,  or  any  one  or  more  of  them,  to  inquire 
of,  hear,  and  determine  all  offences  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  on  the  high  seas  and  other  places  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty/  of  England^  and  to  de- 
liver the  gaol  in  every  county  and  franchise  within 
the  limits  of  their  several  commissions  of  any  person 
committed  to  or  imprisoned  therein  for  any  offence 
alleged  to  have  been  committed  upon  the  high  seas  and 
other  places  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  of 
England.'' 
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^^  .  '^mk  X  mL  ladictments  preferred  before 
-  ...*  .>-:^r-  cu  Jommissioners  under  this  Act, 
.-  t,uc  ju  -I  ue  margin  shall  be  the  same  as  if 
c  ...c-  vr  a^*  >rtKi  joaimitted  in  the  county  where 
«  •^^  -  U.U.  uxu  lii  material  facts  which  in  other 
^..u.■ur■«■>  wiuiU  Jtf  averred  to  have  taken  place  in 
c  M-f'-  »i  t-^  ::w  trial  is  had  shall  in  indictments 
,.....-*    .•»«*   ^t-  »«t'<^^  'Aw  ^c<  6c  averred  to  have 

•-^.^    •!  -t'  'WO  counts  in  the  indictment  against 
^  :*:  T^      The  first  count  was  as  follows  : — '  *  The 
».v4>  -i"  ^"-"'  '^^^y  *'^^  Queen  upon  their  oath  present 
,^^    I  ,.i%tm  Sjn%rs^  late  of  the  borough  of  Liverpool^ 
..    .Mr  :\    of    Liincusfcrj    labourer,   and   James 
'l'  ^jmiku\  Uto  of  the  same  borough,  in  the  same 
v;,^,.i>,  'u^vur\T,  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  third  day 
.    ^,4.  ti  tli«*  year  of  our  Lord  1845,  on  the  high  seas 
i%4«tt  oiw  and  arms  one  piece  of  the  current  gold  coin 
,  nc  rvMlni  called  a  half  sovereign,  of  the  value  of  ten 
>4uiii»§:^»  three  pieces  of  the  current  silver  coin  of  the 
.^•^*ni  called  luilf-erowns,  of  the  value  of  two  shillings 
*«a  >»^   peuce  ejieh,   and  one  piece  of  the  current 
^.;\vi*  vx':ti  ef  ihe  realm  called  a  sixpence,  of  the  value 
^4  vxjsiu'o,  ajtd  one  pui-se  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of 
iiw  xalue  ef  ten  shilUuirs,  of  the  moneys,  goods  and 
vIuUU'U  kA'  vmu*  Sifnnt'l  Frj/tT,  from  the  person  of  one 
W*<'  V  /  '  '/*  '■  '•»*'"  ieUuiiousIy  did  take,  steal  and  carry 
<4^(»\  i(|i*aiii^(  tlie  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
4lk\\\  pr^»uded,  and  a&rainst  the  peace  of  our  lady  the 
(jiieeii.  her  er\»\vu  and  diirnity. 

Aud  tiie  Mvoiid  eouut  only  ditlered  iu  alleging  that 
(he  leh»n\  \^.i«*  j»i;aiust  the  form  of  the  statutes. 

riie  l*lou\  ehars.\id  was  prored  to  have  been  com- 

iiullid  h\  the  |irisoiiers  on  hoard  a  Liverpool  steamer 

out  a«  »»'>.  "»*'  trithin  thi'Jfnisdiilion  of  the  Admiralty. 

1 1  \\\\^  («li|ee(ed  that  the  indictment  was  bad  for  not 
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averring  that  the  alleged  offence  was  committed  within       1845. 
the  Admiralty  jurisdiction,  and  that  this  defect  was  not     jonbr's 
averred  by  the  second  section.  ^^®- 

The  learned  Baron  inclined  to  think  the  objection 
was  good,  but  respited  the  judgment  and  bound  the 
witnesses  over  to  prosecute  at  the  next  assizes,  in  case 
the  Judges  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  indictment  is 
bad. 

This  case  was  considered  by  the  Judges,  and  all  pre- 
sent held  the  allegations  in  the  indictment  to  be  suffi- 
cient, without  adding  ^^  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Admiralty.*'  (a) 

Parke  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Coleridge  J.,  Cress- 
well  J.,  and  Platt  B.,  were  absent. 

• 

(a)  Chancy  v.  Payne,  1  Q.  B.  Rep.  722,  a  conviction  under  the  Pilot 
Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  125,  was  in  the  form  given  in  the  8l8t  sec.  of  the  statute. 
It  was  objected  that  although  the  conviction  stated  the  consent  of  the 
Corporation  of  the  Trinity  House  to  have  been  given  to  the  prosecutor  (as 
required  by  the  Act)  yet  it  contained  no  averment  that  the  offence  was 
committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Trinity  House,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  consent  of  the  Lord  Warden  of  the  Cinque  Ports,  (and  not  that 
of  the  Trinity  House)  might  have  been  that  which  the  Act  required. 

Lord  Dbnman. — "  The  answer  is,  that  although  the  Act  requires  such 
consent,  yet  the  form  of  conviction  does  not  contain  any  allusion  to  it ;  it 
vas  necessary  to  prove  it,  but  wholly  unnecessary  to  state  it  in  the  con- 
▼iction.  Assuming,  therefore,  that  the  statement  is  defective  for  the 
TsuoQ  suggested,  it  is  of  no  consequence,  for  utile  per  imUHe  non 
tUitttw.'* 
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THE  QUEEN  v.  SERVA,  MAJAVEL,  ALVES, 
RIBEIRO,  FRANCISCO,  MARTINOS, 
JOACHIM,  SANTOS,  MANUEL  AN^ 
TONIO,  AND  JOSE  ANTONIO. 

On26tbFf6.  The  prisoners  were  tried  before  Mr.  Baron  Platt^ 
]uidade\^^  at  the  Summer  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Devon,  a.d. 
BraziuU       l84o,  for  the  murder  of  Thomas  Palmer  on  the  high 

schooner, 

fitted  up  as  a  seas. 

rendYred"to         Santos^  Manuel  Antonio  J  and  Jose  Antonio^  were 

the  armed  acquitted.     The  remaining  seven  were  convicted  on 

ship  Wa^.  two  counts  of  the  indictment,  by  one  of  which  they 

8lave^*6n°^  were  charged  as  principals  in  the  first  degree ;  and  by 

board.  The  the  Other,  Majavel  was  charged  as  principal  in  the 

S?hi8°crew,  fiwt  degree,  and  Serva,  Bibeiro^  FranciscOj  Marlinas, 

except  Maja-  ^jjj  Joachim  as  principals  in  the  second  degree. 

velt  and  three  r  r  o         ^ 

others  were         The  evidence  as  regarded  the  convicted  prisoners 

her  and  put  established  the  following  facts : 

onboard^he        Qn  the  22nd  of  February  last,  the  Felicidade,  a 

the  27th  Brazilian  schooner,  commanded  by  Joachim  Antonio 

three  others  ^^  Cerqueira^  and  bound  on  a  voyage  from  the  Brazils 

^Y**d^*°  to  Afficay  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  back  a  cargo  of 

on  board  slaves,  arrived  off  the  African  coast,  and  on  the  26th 

also.  Cer-  ^^  ^^^*  month,  while  she  was  hovering  within  six- 

gueira, 

the  captain  was  sent  back  to  the  Felicidade,  which  was  then  manned  with  sixteen 
British  seamen,  and  placed  under  the  command  of  Lieut.  Stupart.  The  lieutenant  was 
directed  to  steer  in  pursuit  of  a  vessel  seen  from  the  Wasp,  which  eventually  turned  out 
to  be  the  Echo,  a  Brazilian  brigantine,  having  slaves  on  board,  and  commanded  hj 
Serva,  one  of  the  prisoners.  After  a  chase  of  two  days  and  ni)(ht8,  the  Echo  surrendereOv 
and  was  then  taken  possession  of  by  Mr  Palmer,  a  midshipman,  who  went  on  board  her, 
and  sent  Serva,  and  eleven  of  the  crew  of  the  Echo  to  the  Felicidade,  llie  next  morning 
Lieut.  Stupart  took  command  of  the  Echo,  and  placed  Mr.  Palmer  and  nine  British 
seamen  on  board  the  Felicidade  in  charge  of  her  and  of  the  prisoners  (charged  in  the 
indictment.) 

The  prisoners  shortly  after  rose  on  Mr.  Palmer  and  his  crew,  killed  them  all,  and  ran 
away  with  the  vessel.  She  was  recaptured  by  a  British  vessel,  and  the  prisonon 
brought  to  this  country  to  take  their  trial  for  murder.     The  jury  found  them  guilty. 

On  a  case  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  several  points  were  taken  by  th« 
counsel  for  the  prisoners  :  the  conviction  was  bekl  wrong. 
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teen  miles  of  the  shore,  and  within  six  degrees  north  1845. 
latitude,  was  observed  by  her  Majesty's  ship  of  war  B.  v,  Skrva 
the  Wasp,  stationed  off  the  slave  coast  for  the  preven- 
tion of  the  slave  trade,  and  then  cruising  for  that  pur« 
pose  near  Lagosj  off  the  point  of  Benin^  under  the 
command  of  Captain  Usher^  who  upon  approaching 
the  Felicidadej  manned  two  boats,  and  gave  the  com- 
mand of  them  to  Lieutenant  Stupart,  one  of  his  officers, 
with  orders  to  board  the  Felicidade ;  and  if  she  appeared 
to  befitted  up  for  the  slave  trade  to  capture  her. 

Lieutenant  Stupart,  in  obedience  to  these  orders; 
went  with  the  two  boats  to  the  Felicidade^  Cerquiera, 
the  captain  immediately  surrendered,  and  accom* 
panied  by  all  his  crew,  except  Majavel  and  three 
others,  were  conveyed  on  board  the  Wasp.  At  the 
time  of  her  capture  the  Felicidade  was  fitted  for  the  re- 
ception of  a  cargo  of  slaves,  and  was  within  sixteen 
miles  of  the  shore. 

On  the  27th  of  February,  between  four  and  five  in 
the  afternoon.  Captain  Usher  having  removed  from 
the  Felicidade,  the  three  men  who  had  been  left  with 
Majavel  sent  back  Cerqueira  to  the  Felicidade,  manned 
ker  with  sixteen  British  seamen,  and  placed  her 
under  the  command  of  Lieutenant  Stupart,  and 
directed  him  to  steer  a  particular  course  in  pursuit 
of  a  vessel  capable  of  being  seen  from  the  Wasp, 
although  then  invisible  from  the  Felicidade. 

Lieutenant  Stupart  accordingly  steered  that  course, 
but  did  not  observe  any  object  until  the  following 
morning  at  daybreak,  when  he  descried  the  Fcho,  a 
Brazilian  brigantine,  commanded  by  the  prisoner 
Sena.  He  chased  her,  and  coming  up  with  her  at  ten 
on  the  following  night,  fired  a  pistol  as  a  signal  to  bring 
to,  got  into  the  jolly  boat  and  hoisted  British  colours. 
The  captain  6f  the  Echo  hailed  the  men  in  the  boat 
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1845.       and  asked  who  they  were,  and  upon  being  informed 
R.  V.  Sbrva   that  they  were  JEnglish  immediately  Bet  sail. 

Lieutenant  Stupart  continued  the  chase,  and  over- 
took the  JEcfio  at  eight  on  the  next  night  within  ten 
miles  of  the  African  coast,  when  and  where  she 
lowered  her  sails  and  surrendered. 

The  lieutenant  had,  at  that  time  under  his  com- 
mand, Mr.  Thomas  Palmer^  a  midshipman,  and  six- 
teen British  seamen. 

He  ordered  Mr.  Palmer  and  eight  of  the  seamen 
to  take  charge  of  the  Echo  during  the  night. 

On  Mr.  Palmer  going  on  board  the  JEcho^  he  found 
in  her  the  prisoner  Serva,  Serva's  nephew,  twenty-five 
men,  and  a  cargo  consisting  of  434  slaves,  and  by  the 
direction  of  Lieutenant  Stupart^  the  vessels  being  at 
that  time  close  together ,  sent  Serva^  his  nephew,  and 
eleven  of  the  crew  to  the  Feliddade^  where  they 
remained  during  the  night  in  the  custody  of  Lieutenant 
Stupart. 

During  the  chase  and  at  the  time  of  the  surrender^ 
Lieutenant  Stupart  wore  his  unifoim,  and  at  the  time 
of  the  surrender  and  capture  told  Serva  he  was  going 
to  take  them  to  her  Majesty's  ship  the  Wasp^  for  being 
engaged  in  the  slave  trade. 

The  Wasp  had  printed  instructions  on  boards  LieU" 
tenant  Stupart  had  not  any  printed  instructions  on  board 
the  Feliddade^  and  did  not  shew  any  other  authority 
than  his  uniform  and  the  British  ensign. 

He  had,  however,  boarded  the  Echo  several  times 
before,  and  to  Serva  was  well  known  as  an  officer  in 
her  Majesty's  navy. 

The  slaves  had  been  shipped  on  board  the  Echo  at 
Lagos. 

At  nine  in  the  morning  next  after  the  capture.  Lieu- 
tenant Stupart  took  with  him  Servo's  nephew  to  the 
Echo,  and  placed  Mr.  Palmer  and  nine  British  seamen 
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under  b]8  command  on  board  the  Felicidadej  in  order  1845, 
that  he  might  take  charge  of  her  and  of  Serva^  CeT'^  R.  t?.  Serva 
qtteira^  Majavel^  Alvesj  Mibeiro,  Francisco^  Martinos, 
Joachm^  Manuel  Antonio^  Jose  Antonio^  and  three 
others  of  the  Echo's  crew.  Within  an  hour  after- 
wards ServQy  Mqjavel,  Alves^  RibeirOt  Francisco^ 
Martines,  Joachim  conspired  together  to  kill  all  the 
JSnglish  on  board  the  Feliddade  and  take  her ;  and  in 
pursuance  of  that  conspiracy  rose  upon  Mr.  Palmer 
and  his  men,  and  after  a  short  conflict  succeeded  in 
slaughtering  them. 

Majavel  having  in  the  course  of  that  conflict  stabbed 
and  thrown  overboard  Mr.  Palmer. 

Cerqueira^  although  solicited  by  Serva  to  join  in 
the  plot,  refused  to  do  so,  and  endeavoured  to  dissuade 
him  from  carrying  it  into  execution. 

The  counsel  for  the  prisoners  insisted  that  the  cap- 
ture of  the  Feliddade  was  illegal ;  that  the  capture  of 
the  Echo  was  also  illegal,  and  that  the  act  of  killing 
the  deceased  was  either  justifiable  or  amounted  to  a 
less  offence  than  murder ;  aod  cited 

Depardo'sc^sey  Russell  &  Ryan's  Crown  Cases,  134; 
the  King  v.  Sawyer,  Russell  &  Ryan's  Crown  Cases, 
294 ;  and  the  King  v.  Azzopardi^  2  Moody's  Crown 
Cases,  228 ;  and  referred  to  the  Portuguese  and  Sra- 
^^ian  treaties  set  forth  in  5  Geo.  4,  c.  113,  and  par- 
ticularly the  third,  fifth,  sixth  and  seventh  articles  of 
^-fce  treaty  with  Portugal^  and  of  the  first,  seventh  and 
•3ghth  articles  of  the  Instructions. 
The  learned  Baron  thought  that  the  Feliddade  was 
the  lawful  custody  of  Her  Majesty's  ofEcei's,  that  all 
^  board  that  vessel  were  within  Her  Majesty's  Ad« 
iralty  jurisdiction,  and  that  the  jury,  if  satisfied  by 
*-*ie  evidence,  that  the  prisoners  plotted  together  to 
^l^y  all  the  English  on  board  and  run  away  with  the 
^*^asel,  that  in  carrying  their  design  into  execution 
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1845.       Majavel  slayed  Mr.  Palmer  by  stabbing  him  and 

R.  V.  SsRVA   throwing  him  overboard,  and  that  the  other  convicted 

prisoners  were  present  aiding  and  assisting  Majavel 

in  the  commission  of  that  act,  should  find  them  guilty 

of  murder. 

Sentence  of  death  was  passed  on  the  prisoners,  but 
the  execution  was  respited  until  the  twenty-fourth  of 
November  instant,  in  order  that  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  may  be  taken  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  con- 
viction. 

This  case  was  argued  in  Mich.  Term,  1846,  before 
all   the   Judges,   except  Coleridge  J.,  and  Crbss- 

WELL  J. 

Serjeant  Manning  appeared  in  behalf  of  the  pri- 
soners RibeirOf  Francisco^  Martinos^  and  Joachim. 

Mr.  Collier  on  behalf  of  Serva^  Majavel j  and  Alves. 

Mr.  Godson,  Q.  C.  for  the  Admiralty. 

Serjeant  Manning  began  by  regretting  that  the  evi- 
dence was  not  embodied  in  the  case.  But  on  an 
intimation  from  the  Court  that,  if  it  were  material, 
private  application  should  have  been  made  before  to 
the  learned  Baron  who  reserved  the  case,  he  pro- 
ceeded to  contend  that  the  conviction  was  wrong  on 
two  grounds  :—^r5/,  that  no  felony,  or  crime  in  the 
nature  of  a  felony,  had  been  committed :  secondly,  that 
if  a  felony,  or  crime  in  the  nature  of  a  felony,  had  been 
committed ,  the  Court  at  Exeter  had  no  cognizance  of 
the  case. 

On  the  first  point  the  argument  was  as  follows: — 
Both  the  vessels,  the  Felicidade  and  the  Echo,  were 
wrongfully  taken ;  but  it  would  be  sufficient  to  show 
that  either  the  one  or  the  other  were  wrongfully  taken. 
As  to  the  FeUcidade»  the  case  stood  thus : — She  left  a 
port  of  the  Brazils  to  go  to  Africa  to  take  in  a  cargo 
of  slaves.  There  was  no  evidence  that  she  had  ever 
at  any   time  actually   taken   slaves   on    board,   but 
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merely  that  she  was  fitted  up  as  a  slaver.     On  what       1845. 
ground  then  was  Lieutenant  jStupart  justified  in  cap-  R.o.  Sbbva 
luring  her  ?     It  was  contended  at  the  trial  that  by  a      ^"■*»* 
treaty  between  the  Crown  of  EngUmd  and  the  Grown 
ot  Brazil,  dated  November^  1826,  the  offence  of  deal- 
ing in  slaves  was  declared  to   be   piracy ;  that  the 
offence  of  dealing  in  slaves  was  complete  by  being  en- 
gaged on  a  voyage  for  the  purpose  of  taking  slaves  on 
board  ;  and  that  as  pirates  were  hostes  humani  generis^ 
it  was  lawful  for  all  persons,  of  whatever  nation  they 
might  be,  to  hunt  them  down  and   capture  them. 
But  it  is  clear  that  if  by  treaty  an  act,  which  was  not 
illegal  before  such  treaty,  was  declared  to  be  criminal 
in  future,  that  act  will  not  be  thereby  rendered  cri- 
minal, unless   the  provisions  of  the  treaty  shall  be 
made  obligatory  by  some  municipal  law.     Now  at  the 
time  of  the  treaty  of  November,  1826,  the  law  of  Eng- 
land  on  this  matter  stood  thus : — Persons  actually 
engaged  in  the  slave  trade,  so  far  as  to  have  carried  or 
conveyed  alaveSjVi  ere  guilty  of  piracy  and  punishable  with 
death ;  but  persons  who  had  only  gone  so  far  as  to  have 
Jitted  out  vessels  for  the  slave  trade  (which  was  the  case 
^rith  the  Feliddade)  were  declared  guilty  of  felony 
^^nd  punishable  by  transportation  for  any  term  not  ex- 
^^^eeding  fourteen  years  nor  less  than  seven;  or  with 
^^^^nprisonmetit  for  not  more  than  five  years  nor  less  than 
■^-^rec(a).     This  state  of  the  law  resulted  from  stat. 

(c)  II.  And  be  it  farther  enacted.  That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  (except  in 

"mich  special  eaae  as  are  hereinafter  mentioned),  for  any  person  to  deal  or 

^de  u,  purchase,  sell,  burter  or  transfer,  or  to  contract  for  the  dealing 

tnding  in,  purchase,  sale,  barter  or  transfer  of  slaves,  or  persons 

tended  to  be  dealt  with  as  slaves  ;  or  to  carry  away  or  remove,  or  to 


~  ^outiact  for  the  carrying  away  or  removing  of  slaves  or  other  persons  as  or 
^'^m  order*  to  their  being  dealt  with  as  slaves  or  to  import,  or  bring,  or  to 
^mtract  for  the  importing  or  brin^^ng  into  any  place  whatsoever  slaves  or 
Hher  persons  as  or  in  order  to  their  being  dealt  with  as  slaves,  or  to  ship 
^^inship,  embark,  receive,  detain,  or  confine  on  board,  or  to  contract  for 
^  e  ihipping;  transhipping,  embarking,  receiving,  detaining  or  confining 
I  boara  of  anv  ship,  vessel,  or  boat,  slaves  or  other  persons  for  the 
^^vpoee  of  their  being  carried  away  or  removed,  as  or  in  order  to  their  being 
^^W  with  as  slaves,  or  to  ship,  tranship,  embark,  receive,  detain  or  confine 
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1845.       6  Geo.  4,  c.  113,  sd.  2,  9,  10.     The  second  section  of 
R.  o.  Sbrva    that  Act,  coapled  with  the  ninth  section,  declares  that 

&  OTHERS. 

on  board,  or  to  contract  for  the  shipping,  transhipping,  embarking* 
receiving,  detaining,  or  confining  on  board  any  ship,  yesael,  or  boat,  dafw 
or  other  persons  for  the  purpose  of  their  being  imported  or  broogiit  into 
any  place  whatsoever,  as  or  in  order  to  their  being  dealt  with  as  slaves,  or  to 
fit  out,  man,  navigate,  equip,  dispatch,  use,  employ,  let  or  take  to  freight, 
or  on  hire*  or  to  contract  for  the  fitting  out,  manning,  navigating,  equip* 
ping,  dispatching,  using,  employing,  letting,  or  taking  to  freighter  on  hire 
any  ship,  vessel,  or  boat,  in  order  to  accomplish  any  of  the  object*  or 
the  contracts  in  relation  to  the  objects,  which  objects,  and  contracts  have 
hereinbefore  been  declared  unlawful,  or  to  lend,  or  advance,  or  become 
security  for  the  loan  or  advance,  or  to  contract  for  the  lending  or  advancing^ 
or  becoming  security  for  the  loan  or  advance  of  money,  goods  or  effects 
employed,  or  to  be  emplojred,  in  accomplishing  any  of  the  objects  or  the 
contracts  in  relation  to  the  objects,  which  objects  and  contracts  hare 
hereinbefore  been  declared  unlawful,  or  to  become  guarantee  or  security 
or  to  contract  for  the  becoming  guarantee  or  security  for  agents  empk>yed 
or  to  be  employed  in  accomplishing  any  of  the  objects  or  the  contracts  in 
relation  to  the  objects,  which  objects  and  contracts  have  hereinbefore  been 
declared  unlawful,  or  in  any  other  manner  to  engage,  or  to  contract  to 
engage  directly  or  indirectly  therein  as  a  partner,  agent  or  otherwise,  or 
to  ship,  tranship,  lade,  receive,  or  put  on  board,  or  to  contract  for  the 
shipping,  transhipping,  lading,  receiving  or  putting  on  board  of  any  ship^ 
vessel,  or  boat,  money,  goods,  or  effects  to  be  employed  in  accomplishing 
any  of  the  objects,  or  the  contracts  in  relation  to  the  objects,  which  objects 
and  contracts  have  hereinbefore  been  declared  unlawful,  or  to  take  the 
charge  or  command  to  navigate  or  enter  and  embark  on  board,  or  to 
contract  for  the  taking  the  charge  or  command,  or  for  the  navigating  or 
entering  and  embarking  on  hoard  any  ship,  vessel,  or  boat,  as  captain, 
master,  mate,  petty  officer,  surgeon,  supercargo,  seaman,  marine,  or 
servant  or  in  any  other  capacity,  knowing  that  such  ship,  vessel  or  boefc 
is  actually  employed,  or  is  in  the  same  voyage  or  upon  the  same  occasion, 
in  respect  of  which  they  shall  so  take  the  charge  or  command,  or  navigate 
or  enter,  and  embark  or  contract  to  do  as  aforesaid,  intended  to  be  employed 
in  accomplishing  any  of  the  objects,  or  the  contracts  in  relation  to  the  ob- 
jects, which  objects  and  contracts  have  hereinbefore  been  declared  unlawful, 
or  to  insure  or  to  contract  for  the  insuring  of  any  slaves,  or  any  property 
or  any  subject-matter  engaged  or  employed,  or  intended  to  be  engaged  or 
employed  in  accomplishing  any  of  the  objects  or  the  contracts  in  relation  to 
the  9bjects,  which  objects  and  contracts  have  hereinbefore  been  declared 
unlawful. 

IX.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  That  if  any  subject  or  subjects  of  his 
Majesty,  or  any  person  or  persons  residing  or  being  within  any  of  the 
dominions,  forts,  settlements,  factories,  or  territories,  now  or  hereafter 
belonging  to  bis  Majesty,  or  being  in  his  Majesty's  occupation,  or  posses- 
sion, or  under  the  government  of  the  united  company  of  merchants  of 
England  trading  to  the  East  Indies,  shall  except  in  such  cases  as  are  in 
and  by  this  act  permitted  after  the  first  day  of  January  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  twenty-five,  upon  the  high  seas,  or  m  any  haven,  river, 
creek,  or  place  where  the  admiral  has  jurisdiction  knowingly  and  wilfnUy 
carry  away,  convey,  or  remove,  or  aid,  or  assist  in  carrying  away,  convey- 
ing, or  removing  any  person  or  persons  as  a  slave  or  slaves,  or  for  toe 
purpose  of  his,  her,  or  their  being  imported,  or  brought  as  a  slave  or 
slaves  into  any  island,  cdony,  country,  territory,  or  place  whatsoever,  or  for 
the  purpose  of  his,  her  or  their  being  sold,  transferred,  used,  or  dealt  wiUi 
as  a  slave  or  slaves,  or  shall  after  the  first  day  of  January  one  thousand 
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ike  actually  having  slaves  on  board  should  constitute       1845. 
the  crime  of  piracy.    The  tenth  section  enacts  that  R.  v.Srrva 

•^  &  OTHBB8. 

dn^tit  hundred  and  twenty-fiFe«  except  in  soch  cases  as  are  in  and  by  this 
act  permitted,  upon  the  high  seas  or  within  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid, 
kaowingly  and  wilfully  ship,  embark,  receive,  detain,  or  confine,  or  assist, 
in  shippinff,  embarking,  receiving,  detaining  or  confining  on  board  any  sbip^ 
^ssel,  or  boat,  any  person  or  persons  for  tne  purpose  of  his,  her,  or  their, 
being  carried  away,  conveyed,  or  removed,  as  a  skve  or  slaves,  or  for  the 
purpose  of  his,  her,  or  their  being  imported,  or  brought  as  a  slave  or  slaves, 
into  any  island,  colony,  country,  territory,  or  place  whatsoever,  or  for  the 
purpose  of  his,  her,  or  their  being  sold,  transferred,  used,  or  dealt  with  as 
a  dave  or  slaves,  then  and  in  every  such  case  the  person  or  persons  so 
offending  shall  be  deemed  and  adjudged  guilty  of  piracy,  felony  and 
robbery  and  being  convicted  thereof,  shall  suffer  death  without  benefit 
of  clergy,  and  loss  of  lands,  goods  and  chattels,  as  pirates,  felons,  and 
robbers  upon  the  seas  ought  to  suffer. 

X.  And  be  it  further  enacted.  That  (except  as  in  such  special  cases  as 
ars  in  and  by  this  act  permitted  or  otherwise  provided  for),  if  any  persons, 
shall  deal  or  trade  in,  purchase,  sell,  barter,  ortransfer,  or  contract  for  the 
dealing  or  trading  in,  purchase,  sale,  barter,  or  transfer  of  slaves,  or 
persons  intended  to  be  dealt  with  as  slaves,  or  shall,  otherwise  than  as 
sforesaid,  carry  away  or  remove,  or  contract  for  the  carrying  away  or 
removing  of  slaves  or  other  persons,  as  cmt  in  order  to  their  being  dealt 
with  as  slaves,  or  shall  import,  or  bring,  or  contract  for  the  importing  or 
bringing,  into  any  place  whatsoever,  slaves  or  other  persons,  as  or  in  order 
to  their  being  dealt  with  as  slaves,  or  shall  otherwise  than  as  aforesaid, 
ihip,  tranship,  embark,  receive,  detain,  or  confine  on  board,  or  contract 
ibr  die  shipping,  transhipping,  embarking,  receiving,  detaining,  or  con- 
iningt  on  board  of  any  ship,  vessel,  or  boat,  slaves  or  other  persons  for 
the  purpose  of  their  being  carried  away  or  removed,  as  or  in  order  to  their 
lieing  dealt  with  as  slaves,  or  shall  ship,  tranship,  embark,  receive,  detain, 
«  confine  on  board,  or  contract  for  the  shipping,  transhipping,  embarking, 
vscctving,  detaining,  or  confining  on  boara  of  any  ship,  vessel,  or  boat, 
or  other  persons  for  the  purposeof  their  being  imported  or  brought 
any  place  whatsoever,  as  or  in  order  to  their  being  dealt  with  as 
or  shall  fit  out,  man,  navigate,  equip,  dispatch,  use,  employ, 
or  take  to  freight  or  on  hire,  or  contract  for  the  fitting  out, 
navigating,  equipping,  dispatching,  using,  employing,  letting 
taking  to  freight  or  on  hire  any  ship,  vessel,  or  boat,  in  order 
accomplish  an^  of  the  objects  or  the  contracts  in  relation  to  the 
bjects,  which  objects  and  contracts  have  hereinbefore  been  declared 
lawful,  or  shall  knowingly  and  willingly  lend,  or  advance,  or 
e  security  for  the  loan,  or  advance,  or  contract  for  the  lending  or 
ivancing,  or  becoming  security  for  the  loan,  or  advance  of  money, 
ds,  or  effects  employed,  or  to  be  employed  in  accomplishing  any  of 
objects,  or  the  contracts  in  relation  to  the  objects,  which  objects  and 
tracts  have  hereinbefore  been  declared  unlawful,  or  shall  knowingly 
d  wilfully  become  guarantee,  or  securitv,  or  contract  for  the  becoming 
e  or  security  for  agents  employed,  or  to  be  employed  in  accom- 
any  of  the  objects,  or  the  contracts  in  relatbn  to  the  objects, 
'kich  objects  and  contracts  have  hereinbefore  been  declared  unlawful,  or 
a&T  other  manner  to  engage  or  contract  to  engage,  directly  or  indirectly^ 
ereuk  as  a  partner,  agent,  or  otherwise,  or  shidl  knowingly  and  wilfully 
«kip^  traashq^,  lade,  receive,  or  put  on  board,  or  contract  ror  the  shipping, 
^nnshipping,  lading,  receiving,  or  putting  on  board  of  any  ship,  vessel,  or 
^oat»  money,  goods,  or  effects  to  be  employed  in  accomplishing  any  of  the 
objects,  or  the  contracts  in  relation  to  the  objects*  which  objects  and 
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1845.  certain  offences  therein  specified  should  be  deemed 
R.  o.  Sbrva  felonies  and  should  be  punishable  as  above  mentioned, 
and  one  of  those  offences  is  the  fitting  out,  manning, 
navigating,  equipping^  dispatching,  using,  employing,  S^c.^ 
any  ship,  vessel  or  boat  for  the  dealing  or  trading  in  slaves. 
This  being  the  state  of  the  law  of  England  respecting  the 
slave  trade,  the  treaty  of  November j  1826,  was  made 
between  this  country  and  the  Brazils.  The  treaty  is 
recited  in  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  74,  and  is  set  out 
at  length  in  stat.  5  Geo.  4,  c.  113.  The  latter  of  these 
two  statutes,  with  the  treaties,  articles,  &c.,  powers, 
provisions,  &c.,  therein  contained,  is  embodied  in  the 
former,  and  made  applicable  in  all  its  parts  (mutatis 
mutandis)  to  the  treaty  between  England  and  Brazil 
of  November,  J  826.  The  first  article  of  the  treaty,  as 
recited  by  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  72,  is  as  follows : — 
**  Whereas  by  the  first  article  of  the  said  convention, 

contracts  have  hereinbefore  been  declared  unlawful;  or  shall  take  the 
charge,  or  command,  or  navigate,  or  enter  and  embark  on  board,  or  con- 
tract for  the  taking  the  charge,  or  command,  or  for  the  navigadnif,  or 
entering  and  embarking  on  board  of  any  ship,  vessel,  or  boat,  as  captain, 
master,  mate,  surgeon,  or  supercargo,  knowing  that  such  ship,  vessel,  or 
boat  is  actually  employed,  or  is  in  the  same  voyage,  or  upon  the  same 
occasion,  in  respect  of  which  they  shall  so  take  the  charge  or  command,  or 
navigate,  or  enter  and  embark,  or  contract  to  do  as  aforesaid,  intended  to 
be  employed  in  accomplishing  any  of  the  objects,  or  the  contracts  in 
relation  to  the  objects,  which  objects  dnd  contracts  have  hereinbefore  been 
declared  unlawful,  or  shall  knowingly  and  wilfully  insure  or  contract 
for  the  insuring  of  any  slaves,  or  any  property,  or  other  subject-matter 
engaged  or  employed  in  accomplishing  any  of  the  objects,  or  the  contracts 
in  relation  to  tne  objects,  which  objects  and  contracts  have  hereinbefore 
been  declared  unlawful,  or  shall  wilfully  and  fraudulently  forge,  or  ooun* 
terfeit  any  certificate,  certificate  of  valuation,  sentence,  or  decree  of 
condemnation,  or  restitution,  copy  of  sentence  or  decree  of  con- 
demnation or  restitution,  or  any  receipt  (such  receipts  being  required 
by  this  act)  or  any  part  of  such  certificate,  certificate  of  valuation, 
sentence  or  decree  of  condemnation  or  restitution,  copy  of  sentence,  or 
decree  of  condemnation,  or  restitution,  or  receipt  as  aforesaid,  or  sliall 
knowingly  and  wilfully  utter  and  publish  the  same,  knowing  it  to  be 
forged  or  counterfeited,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  Majesty,  his  heirs,  or 
successors,  or  any  other  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  or  any  body, 
politic  or  corporate ;  then  and  in  eveiy  such  case,  the  person  or  persona 
so  offending  and  their  procurers,  counsellors,  aiders  ana  abettors  shall  be 
and  are  hereby  declared  to  be  felons,  and  shall  be  transported  beyond  aeas 
for  a  term  not  exceeding  fourteen  years,  or  shall  be  confined  and  kept  to 
hard  labour  for  a  term  not  exceeding  five  years,  nor  less  than  three  yeare, 
at  the  discretion  of  the  Court  before  whom  such  offender  or  ofimideri 
ahall  be  tried  and  convicted. 
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it  was  agreed  upon  and  concluded  between  the  high       1845. 
contracting   parties,  that  at  the  expiration  of  three  R.  v.Sebva 
years,  to  be  reckoned  from  the  exchange  of  the  ratifi-    ^  o^hees. 
cations  of  the  present  treaty,  it  should  not  be  lawful 
for  the  subjects  of  the  Emperor  of  Brazil  to  be  con- 
cerned in  the  carrying  on  of  the  African  Slave  Trade 
under  any  pretext  or  in  any  manner  whatever,  and 
that  the  carrying  on  such  trade  after  that  by  any  per- 
son  subject  of  his  Imperial  Majesty  should  be  deemed 
and  treated  as  piracy.**    So  by  this  article  of  the  treaty, 
as  recited  in  this  statute,  it  is  provided  that  being  con- 
cerned in  the  Slave  Trade  shall  be  unlawful^  and  the 
actual  carrying  on  of  such  trade  shall  be  deemed  piracy. 
In  the  first  place  then  neither  by  the  law  of  England^ 
nor  by  the  treaty  is  the  merely  being  concerned  in  the 
Slave  Trade  declared  to  amount  to  the  crime  of  piracy. 
But  secondly^  there  is  another  and  a  higher  ground  of 
objection,  viz.  that  even  supposing  the  treaty  between 
England  and  Brazil  had  declared  all  such  attempts  to 
deal  in  slaves  as  are  specified  in  stat.  5  Geo.  4,  c.  113, 
8.  10,  to  be  piracy,  still  that  declaration  would  not 
have  the  force  of  law  on  the  subjects  of  Brazil^  unless 
it  had  been  ratified  by  some  municipal  law  of  that 
eoantry.     If  a  Brazilian  subject  after  that  treaty  had 
engaged  in  the  Slave  Trade,  it  might  be  ground  for  a 
Y^monstrance  from  the  English  ambassador,  or  amount 
to  a  casus  belli  between  the  two  governments,  but  it 
would  not  render  the  subjects  of  Brazil  amenable  to 
the  municipal  law  of  this  country,  until  the  provisions 
of  the  treaty  had  been  made  part  and  parcel  of  the 
laws  of  Brazil :  no  evidence  was  produced  at  the  trial 
of  any  such  Brazilian  law  having  been  enacted.    Was 
It  ever  heard  that  a  man  was  indicted  for  an  ofience, 
^ot  contra  pacem,  or  formam  statuti,  but  contra  the 
terms  of  some  treaty  ?   If  a  statute  makes  an  offence 
punishable  with  transportation,  could  a  treaty  make 

VOL.    I.  I 
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1845.  it  capital?  Nothing  could  be  more  unreasonable. 
R.O.  Sbrva  There  are  some  remarkable  instances  in  history  of 
the  sovereign  of  one  country  declaring  certain  acts 
of  his  own  subjects  to  be  piracy,  of  which  acts  the 
tribunals  of  another  country  would  take  no  such  cog- 
nizance. In  the  year  1570,  Philip  II.  of  Spain  issued 
an  edict  declaring  any  of  his  subjects  to  be  guilty  of 
piracy  who  should  attempt  a  fraud  upon  an  Insurance 
Company  in  effecting  an  insurance  upon  a  ship.  In 
1580,  the  same  prince  made  another  declaration  that 
all  parties  who  should  cut  the  nets  of  persons  engaged 
in  the  herring  fishery^  on  the  coast  of  Flanders  should 
be  guilty  of  piracy.  (Bynkershoek  Qussst.  Jur.  Pub. 
Lib.  I.  c.  17,  p.  123.)  In  Queen  Anne*s  reign,  1708, 
the  arrest  of  the  Human  ambassador  for  debt,  though 
a  gross  violation  of  the  law  of  nations,  was  not  deemed 
punishable  in  this  country  in  the  manner  proposed  by 
the  Czar,  because  the  municipal  law  of  England  took 
no  such  cognizance  of  the  Czar's  edicts.  (Serjeant 
Manning  said  he  should  not  urge  anything  further  on 
this  point,  until  he  heard  some  argument  from  the 
other  side.) 

But  further,  the  treaty  gives  no  authority  to  capture 
these  vessels.  It  has  been  contended  that  it  does,  not 
indeed  in  its  very  terms,  but  from  the  general  scope 
of  it.  Now  the  first  article  of  the  instructions  which 
are  appended  to  the  treaty  of  July  28, 1817,  between 
Portugal  and  England  (see  5  Geo.  IV.  c.  1 13),  and 
which  are  incorporated  in  the  treaty  between  Brazil 
and  England  of  November  1826,  contains  the  follow- 
ing provision  :  ^'  Shipa^  on  board  of  which  no  slaves 
shall  be  founds  intended  for  the  purposes  of  traffic, 
shall  not  he  detained  on  any  account  or  pretence  what- 
eoery  This  provision  is  as  prohibitory  as  it  can  be 
drawn ;  it  is  impossible  to  contend  that  it  is  merely 
directory  and  not  imperative.     Since  then  the  FeUci" 
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dade  had  no  slaves  on  board;  she  was  wrongfully  1845, 
captured;  and  if  wrongfully  captured,  she  did  not  R.t>.SBRVA 
thereby  lose  her  nationality  ;  she  remained  a  Brazilian 
vessel,  to  all  intents  and  purposes.  On  the  trial  it 
was  contended  that  a  capture,  in  fad,  made  the;  vessel 
British,  and  the  crew  subjects,  bound  by  temporary 
allegiance  to  obey  the  English  laws. 

But  what  monstrous  consequences  such  a  doctrine 
would  lead  to !  Suppose  a  British  vessel  coming  from 
GalUpoK  with  a  cargo  of  oil  to  the  port  of  Hull  was 
detained  by  a  Spanish  cruiser  on  suspicion  of  being 
a  smuggler  from  Gibraltar^  would  she  have  become 
Spanish  property  from  the  time  of  her  detention,  and 
the  crew  bound  to  observe  the  Spanish  law  ? — a  law 
of  which  they  could  by  no  possibility  be  deemed  cog- 
nizant ?  But  it  had  been  said,  ignorantia  legis  nemi- 
nem  excusat :  land  therefore  these  Brazilians  were 
bound  on  their  capture  to  obey  the  English  law !  It 
might  rather  be  said  that  the  English  captain  was  a 
pirate,  because  he  captured  the  vessel  unlawfully. 

Alderson  B. — Surely  that  would  not  be  so  ?  unless 
it  were  shewn  that  he  acted  with  mala  fides :  a  mere 
mistake  of  the  law  would  not  make  him  a  pirate. 

Manning^  Serjt  Another  objection  to  the  cap- 
ture of  the  Felicidade  arises  out  of  the  5th  and  6th 
articles  of  the  treaty  of  July  28,  1817,  which  render 
it  necessary  that  the  capturing  vessel  sliall  have  instruc- 
tians  on  board  There  were  no  such  instructions  on 
board  the  Wasp,  as  are  contemplated  by  the  treaty. 
The  Sth  and  6th  articles  of  the  treaty  are  as  follows : 
Article  the  Fifth.  "The  two  high  contracting  powers 
for  the  more  complete  attainment  of  their  object, 
namely,  the  prevention  of  all  illicit  traffic  in  slaves, 
on  the  part  of  their  respective  subjects  mutually  con- 
sent that  the  ships  of  war  of  their  Royal  Navies,  which 

i  2 


116  CROWN  CASES  RESERVED. 

1845.       shall  be  provided  with  special  instructions  for  this  pur^ 

R.  V,  Skrva  pose  as  hereinafter  is  provided^  may  visit  such  merchant 

OTHERS,    ^ggggig  Qf  |.|^Q  j.^Q  nations  as  may  be  suspected^  upon 

reasonable  grounds  of  having  slaves  on  board  acquired 
by  an  illicit  traffic,  and  in  the  event  only  of  their  actu-- 
ally  finding  slaves  on  boards  may  detain  and  bring  away 
such  vessels,  in  order  that  they  may  be  brought  to  trial 
before  the  tribunals  established  for  this  purpose  as  shall 
hereinafier  be  specified. 

Provided  always  that  the  commanders  of  the  ships 
of  war  of  the  two  Royal  Navies  who  shall  be  employed 
on  this  service,  shall  adhere  strictly  to  the  exact  tenor 
of  the  instructions  which  they  shall  have  received  far 
this  purpose. 

As  this  article  is  entirely  reciprocal,  the  two  high 
contracting  parties  engage  mutually  to  make  good 
any  losses  which  their  respective  subjects  may  incur 
unjustly,  by  the  arbitrary  and  illegal  detention  of  their 
vessels. 

It  being  understood  that  this  indemnity  shall  inva- 
riably be  borne  by  the  government  whose  cruiser  shall 
have  been  guilty  of  the  arbitrary  deteAtion.  Provided 
always^  that  the  visit  and  detention  of  slave  ships  speci- 
fied in  this  article  shall  only  be  effected  by  thoseBritish 
or  Portuguese  vessels  which  may  form  part  of  the  two 
Royal  Navies  J  and  by  those  only  of  such  vessels  which  are 
provided  with  the  special  instructions  annexed  to  the 
present  convention. 

Article  the  Sixth.  No  British  or  Portuguese  cruiser 
shall  detain  any  slave  ship  not  having  slaves  actually  on 
board,  and  in  order  to  render  lawful  the  detention  of 
any  ship  whether  British  or  Portuguese,  the  slaveg 
found  on  board  such  vessel  must  have  been  brought 
there  for  the  express  purpose  of  the  traffic,  and  those 
on  board  Portuguese  ships  must  have  been  taken  from 
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that  part  of  the  coast  of  Africa  where  the  Slave  Trade      1845. 
was  prohibited  by  the  treaty  of  the  twenty-second  of  R. »  Skrva 
January  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifteen."  others. 

Now  it  appeared  in  evidence  at  the  trial  that  the 
Wasp  had  on  board  the  instructions  which  are  appended 
to  the  treaty  of  1817,  (of  which  the  above  are  a  part), 
but  also  certain  other  instructions  which  contained 
under  the  head  "  Brazil/*  a  direction  to  have  on 
board  the  instructions  which  are  appended  to  the 
treaty  of  1817,  but  then  went  on  to  give  this  further 
direction,  that  vessels  are  to  be  detained  if  there  be 
reasonable  ground  for  suspecting  that  they  are  engaged 
in  the  Slave  Trade.  This  latter  direction  is  repug- 
nant to  the  instructions  appended  to  the  treaty,  and 
quite  inconsistent  not  only  with  the  terms  but  the 
object  of  it.  It  amounts  to  having  no  instructions  on 
board  at  all ;  for  they  were  not  such  instructions  as 
were  contemplated  and  required  by  the  treaty.  It 
must  therefore  be  taken  in  one  of  two  ways  ;  either 
that  there  were  no  instructions  at  all  on  board  the 
Waspj  or  that  there  were  instructions  on  board,  but 
not  such  instructions  as  are  required  by  the  treatv 
In  either  view  the  capture  will  be  illegal. 

The  capture  therefore  of  the  Felicidade  being  illegal, 
by  such  capture  she  did  not  lose  her  nationality.  She 
remained  a  Brazilian  vessel,  and  the  crew  had  a  right 
to  regain  their  freedom  by  any  means  in  their  power. 
As  to  the  Echo  J  although  the  case  of  that  vessel  is 
distinguished  from  that  of  the  Felicidade^  by  the  fact 
of  her  having  a  cargo  of  slaves  on  board,  there  are 
three  grounds  on  which  it  is  submitted  that  her  cap- 
ture was  illegal.  Article  VII.  of  the  treaty  of  July 
28th,  1817,  provides  that  "  the  visit  and  detention  of 
slave  ships,  specified  in  this  article,  shall  only  be 
effected  by  those  British  or  Portuguese  (this  may  be 
read  Brazilian)  vessels,  which  may  form  part  of  the 


1J8  CROWN  CASES  RESERVED. 

1845,  two  Rojfal  Navies^  and  hy  those  only  of  such  vessels 
R.  r.  Sbrva  which  are  provided  with  the  special  instructions  annexed 
to  the  present  convention^  And  Article  VII.  of  the  in- 
stnictions  there  referred  to  is  as  follows : — **  Whenever 
a  ship  of  war  shall  meet  a  merchant  vessel  liable  to  be 
searched,  it  shall  be  done  in  the  most  mild  manner, 
and  with  every  attention  which  is  due  between  allied 
and  friendly  nations ;  and  in  no  case  shall  the  search 
he  made  by  an  an  officer  holding  a  rank  inferior  to  that 
of  a  lieutenant  in  the  Navy.''  The  capture  of  the  JEeho 
was  illegal ; — Firsts  because  she  was  not  captured  by 
a  vessel  of  the  Royal  British  Navy.  Secondly^  because 
the  officer,  who  went  on  board  to  conduct  the  search, 
was  of  a  rank  inferior  to  that  of  a  lieutenant.  Thirdly^ 
the  vessel  that  captured  her  had  no  instructions  what- 
ever on  board. 

As  to  the  first  pointy  it  was  contended  at  the  trial, 
that  the  Felicidade,  which  effected  the  capture  of  the 
Echo^  must  be  considered  by  her  own  capture  to  have 
become  a  British  vessel,  and  that  a  capture  effected  by 
her  was  a  capture  by  a  British  vessel ;  indeed,  that  for 
this  purpose  she  must  be  considered  as  a  boat  of  the 
Wasp.  There  is  a  decision  of  Lord  StowelVs^  in  a  case 
somewhat  analogous  to  this,  which  seems  inconsistent 
with  the  view,  that  the  Feliddade  must  be  considered 
as  a  boat  of  the  Wasp.  (The  Mehmane^  5  Rob.  Adm. 
Rep.  p.  4 1 .)  That  case  arose  out  of  a  claim  for  a  prize 
made  by  a  cutter  hired  by  the  captain  of  a  King's 
ship,  the  Dragon^  at  his  own  expense,  aqd  stored  and 
manned  from  the  Dragon^  but  not  under  commission 
or  authority  from  the  Admiralty  to  take  prizes.  Lord 
Stowell  says  in  his  judgment ; — ^*  If  the  cutter  is  not 
a  commissioued  vessel,  the  question  must  be,  whether, 
not  being  entitled  to  take  for  herself,  she  does  from 
being  so  fitted  out  become  a  boat,  or  in  a  legal  point 
of  view,  a  constituent  part  of  the  Dragon's  force  T* 
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and  he  held  that  she  did  not,  and  that  therefore  the       1845. 
capture  could  not  be  viewed  as  having  been  made  by  R.  v.  Sbrva 
the  Dragon.    There  is  another  objection  to  the  Felici- 
dade  being  considered  a  British  vessel.     By  the  *^  Re- 
gulations for  Mixed  Commissions/'  appended  to  the 
treaty  of  1817,  it  is  provided  that  there  shall  be  no 
change  of  property  in  a  captured  vessel,  till  such 
vessel  has  been  carried  in  and  condemned  by  the  Court 
of  Mixed  Commission  which  shall  be  nearest  to  the 
place  of  capture.   Here  there  had  been  no  condemnation 
of  the  Felicidade^  at  the  time  of  her  capturing  the 
Echo ;  and  it  is  clear,  that  a  subsequent  condemna- 
tion would  not  have  a  retrospective  operation,  so  as 
to  make  the  Felicidade  a  British  vessel  from  the  time 
of  her  being  taken. 

As  to  the  second  point ; — the  search  was  made  by 
Mr.  Palmer  J  a  midshipman.  At  the  trial,  the  learned 
Judge  thought  the  clause  was  directory,  not  impera- 
tive ;  and  it  was  asked  whether,  if  the  search  had 
not  been  made  mildly^  that  would  have  rendered  it 
illegal? 

Pollock  C.  B. — Your  argument  is,  that  if  Mr. 
Palmer  had  been  resisted  with  extreme  violence,  that 
Would  not  have  established  a  casw  bellif  because  he 
Would  have  been  engaged  in  an  illegal  act. 

Manning^  Serjt.    They  might  have   resisted   Mr. 

^almer^  and  prevented  him  making  the  search.    The 

f^ct  of  their  not  resisting  him  at  the  time  makes  no 

^^fference.   They  had  a  right  to  carry  their  resistance 

^uto  execution  afterwards. 

WiQHTMAN  J. — Did  the  lieutenant  go  on  board  ? 

Manning^  Serjt.   No.    He  was  in  the  Felicidade  at 

tihe  time,  but  he  did  not  go  on  board  the  JEcho  till  the 

^ext  morning,  after  Mr.  Palmer  had  searched  it.     It 

is  not  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  the  treaty,  that 

Lieutenant  Stupart  should  be  on  the  deck  of  his  own 
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1845.       vessel,  even  though  that  should  be  close  alongside, 
R.t>.SERVA    but  it  was  required  of  him  that  he  should  make  the 

&  OTHERS.  ,  -  *  ,  T/.     1  1. 

.  search  and  capture  in  person.  If  the  lieutenant  in 
this  case  is  to  be  considered  as  the  searching  party,  he 
might  as  well  have  been  half  a  mile  distant,  instead  of 
a  few  yards.  For  the  protection  of  those  eugsiged  in 
commerce,  it  is  necessary  that  a  search  should  not  be 
undertaken  except  in  rigorous  compliance  with  the 
terms  of  the  treaty. 

TiNDAL  C.  J. — Was  any  flag  flying  on  board  the 
Felicidade  at  the  time  ? 

Manning  Serjt.  No.  There  was  a  small  ensign  in 
the  boat.  It  was  night,  10.  p.  m.  Further,  it  was 
not  shown  at  the  trial,  that  the  persons  on  board  the 
Echo  were  Brazilian  subjects.  It  only  appeared  that 
the  vessel  came  from  Brazil.  The  mere  fact  of  a 
vessel  coming  from  Brazil  is  not  enough. 

Alderson  B. — The  case  states  them  to  be  Brazilian 
ships.     We  must  take  the  case  as  it  is  stated  to  us. 

Platt  B. — Lieutenant  Stupart  said  in  his  evidence 
— **  The  JEcho  proved  to  be  a  Brazilian  ship.'* 

Manning  Serjt.  As  to  the  third  point.  Even  sup- 
posing the  Felicidade  to  have  become  a  British  vessel, 
and  part  of  the  Royal  Navy,  she  had  no  right  to  capture 
the  Echoy  because  she  had  no  instructions  whatever  an 
hoard.  At  the  time  of  the  capture,  she  was  not  in 
sight  of  the  Wasp ;  nor  is  it  found  that  she  was  sent 
to  capture  this  particular  vessel.  It  is  impossible  to 
consider  her  so  closely  connected  with  the  Wasp^  as  to 
be  authorised  to  act  without  any  instructions  on  board, 
even  if  that  could  be  considered  legal  in  any  case.  If 
then  the  capture  of  the  Echo  was  unlawful,  it  is  ex- 
actly the  same  case  as  if  British  fishermen  had  been 
taken  unlawfully  by  a  French  cruiser.  There  can  be 
no  doubt  that  they  would  be  justified  in  regaining 
their  liberty,  without  waiting  for  an  adjudication  by  a 
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tribunal  of  the  country  of  their  captors.     They  would       1845. 
also   be   justified   in   regaining    possession   of   their  R.  v.  Sbrva 

.  &  OTHBR3. 

property. 

Alderson  B. — But  the  Echo  was  their  ship,  not 
the  Feliddade. 

Manning  Serjt.  But  Majavel  belonged  to  the  Feli- 
cidade^  and  the  others  were  justified  in  assisting  him. 

Alderson  B. — ^Then  it  is  the  same  point  over  again 
in  another  form  ; — t.  e.  Was  the  capture  of  the  Felid- 
dade lawful  ? 

Manning  Serjt.  Yes.  That  is  the  point.  If  it  were 
unlawful,  the  persons  captured  might  lawfully  use 
every  means  to  regain  their  liberty. 

Alderson  B. — It  will  be  very  difficult  to  make  out 
that  they  were  bound  to  kill  every  body  on  board. 
You  must  make  out  the  necessity  ;  none  here  appears. 

Manning  Serjt.  Res  ipsa  loquitur. 

Alderson   B Yes;    but  against  you.      If   that 

were  your  best  point  the  prisoners  would  be  in  great 
jeopardy . 

Manning  Serjt.  Any  mode  of  attempting  to  regain 
^heir  liberty,  except  by  a  simultaneous  attack  on  their 
captors,  would  have  been  useless  and  absurd. 

Alderson  B. — We  have  no  materials  before  us  for 

a  

judging  of  the  more  or  the  less.    That  is  for  the  jury. 

Suppose  they  had  killed  Mr.  Palmer^  after  overpower- 
'^g  him  and  tying  him  up?  Would  not  that  have 
t^^en  murder? 

Manning  Serjt.  The  case  says  it  was  done  in  the 
^c^urse  of  the  conflict.  No  excess  of  violence  is  shown. 
The  second  ground  of  objection  to  this  conviction  is, 
^Vkat  even  though  a  felony  or  crime  in  the  nature  of  a 
*^^lony  had  been  committed,  the  Court  at  Exeter  had 
^fD  jurisdiction  to  try  the  case.  It  is  quite  clear  that 
^  foreigner  committing  a  crime  in  a  foreign  country  is 

'^ot  amenable  to  the  laws  of  this  country.     Had  any  of 
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1845.  these  parties  unlawfully  killed  any  JEngUshman  ia 
R.  ©.  Serva  Brazil^  ^nd  afterwards  come  over  to  this  country, 
they  could  not  have  been  tried  here.  The  Felicidade 
being  unlawfully  captured,  remained  a  Brazilian 
vessel — she  had  not  lost  her  nationality;  the  crime, 
therefore,  if  any,  was  committed  by  foreigners  on  Bra- 
zilian ground.  In  the  case  of  the  King  v.  Antonio  J9e- 
pardoj  1  Taunt.  Rep.  26,  which  was  tried  at  the  Old 
Bailey  before  Lord  Ellmharough  on  30th  October j 
1807.  The  facts  were  these: — The  prisoner  was  a 
Spaniard^  and  had  been  a  prisoner  of  war,  but  had 
volunteered  as  a  seaman  on  board  the  Alnwick  Castle j 
a  ship  in  the  service  of  the  Ea^t  India  Company^  at 
Puelopenangy  or  Prince's  Island,  which  was  under  the 
dominion  of  the  British  Crown ;  and  he  had  received 
the  usual  bounty.  At  the  time  of  committing  the 
offence  he  was  one  of  the  crew  of  the  Alnvnck  Castle, 
which  was  then  lying  off  Canton,  in  the  Canton  river. 
He  went  on  shore  with  others  of  the  crew,  and  among 

• 

them  an  Englishman,  William  Byrne,  the  deceased; 
while  on  shore  the  prisoner  mortally  wounded  Byrne, 
who  was  afterwards  carried  on  board  the  ship,  where 
he  died  the  following  day.  The  prisoner  was  convicted ; 
but  on  the  case  being  argued  before  the  twelve  Judges, 
though  no  formal  judgment  was  given,  the  prisoner 
was  afterwards  discharged,  obviously  on  the  ground  that 
the  offence  having  been  committed  by  a  foreigner,  who 
at  that  time  owed  no  allegiance  to  the  British  Crown, 
and  on  foreign  soil  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  British 
Courts,  was  not  cognizable  by  the  tribunals  of  this 
country.  Further,  even  though  the  capture  were  lawful, 
the  vessel  retained  its  nationality  till  it  had  been 
legally  condemned  by  the  Mixed  Commission  appointed 
under  the  treaty.  The  property  would  not  be  changed 
previous  to  condemnation.  It  so  happened  that  the 
Felicidade  was  lost  on  her  voyage,  while  she  was  being 
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carried  in  for  adjudication ;  so  that  even  if  the  doctrine       1845. 
of  relation  could  be  applied  to  such  a  case,  it  does  not  R.  v,  Serva 

V  &  0THKK8. 

anse  here. 

On  all  these  grounds  it  is  submitted  tliat  the  convic- 
tion cannot  be  sustained. 

Mr.  Collier.     First — these  prisoners  are  not  triable 

in  this  country.     Secondly — the  offence  with  which 

they  are  charged  does  not  amount  to  murder.     First, 

no  person  is  liable  to  be  tried  in  this  country  for  an 

offence  against  the  British  municipal  laws,  who  does 

Dot  owe  allegiance  to  the  British  Crown ;    and  no 

person  owes  this  allegiance  who  has  not  given  his 

assent,  either  express  or  implied,  to  our  laws.     In 

Cabins  case,  7  Rep.  p.  9,  Lord  Coke  defines  four  sorts 

of  allegiance  : — *^  1,  ligeantia  naturalis,  which  is  due 

by  nature  and  birthright ;  2,  ligeantia  acquisita,  by 

acquisition  or  denization  ;  3,  ligeantia  localis,  wrought 

by  the  law,  and  that  is,  when  an  alien  that  is  in  amity 

Cometh  into  England^  because,  as  long  as  he  is  within 

England^  he  is  within  the  King's  protection ;  therefore 

so  long  as  he  is  here,  he  oweth  unto  the  King  a  local 

obedience  or  ligeance,  for  that  the  one  draweth  the 

other ;  4,  a  legal  obedience,  or  ligeance  which  is  called 

legal,  because  the  municipal  laws  of  this  realm  have 

prescribed  the  order  and  form  of  it,  and  this  is  to  be 

done  upon  oath  at  the  time  of  the  act."    The  third 

kind  of  allegiance  is  the  only  one  in  question  here,  and 

tbe  principle  on  which  any  person  *'  who  cometli"  into 

this  realm  owes  allegiance  to  the  Crown  must  be,  that 

the  coming  into  a  territory  from  which  he  might  be 

excluded,   and   in  which  he  receives  protection,   is 

deemed  an  act  of  voluntary  subjection  to  the  laws  of 

tbat  country. 

Grotius  2,  c.  II.,  n.  5.  ^'  Qui  in  aliquo  loco  contra- 
bit  is  tanquam  subditus  temporaneus  legibus  loci 
^ubjicitur  . . .  ratio  est  quia  ad  gubernationem  populi 
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1845.  moraliter  necessarium  est,  ut  qui  ei  vel  ad  tern  pus  se- 
R.  o.Sbrva  admiscent,  quod  fit  intrando  territorium,  ii  conformes 
se  reddant  ejus  populi  institutis/' 

Huherus  de  conflictu  legume  lib.  1 ,  tit.  3,  s.  2.  **  Pro 
subjectis  imperii  habendi  sunt  omnes  qui  intra  termi- 
nos  ejusdem  reperiuntur — sive  in  perpetuum  sive  in 
tempus  commorantur/' 

Stonfs  Conflict  of  Laws^  p.  452,  s.  641.  "  In 
regard  to  foreigners  resident  in  a  country,  although 
some  jurists  deny  the  right  of  a  nation  generally  to 
legislate  over  them,  it  would  seem  clear  upon  general 
principles  of  international  law,  that  such  a  right  does 
exist."  Boullenois  says,  "  that  the  sovereign  has  a  right 
to  make  laws  to  bind  foreigners,  in  relation  to  their 
property  within  his  domains ;  in  relation  to  contracts, 
and  acts  done  therein,  and  in  relation  to  judicial  pro- 
ceedings, if  they  implead  before  his  tribunals.  And 
further,  that  he  may  of  strict  right,  make  them  for  all 
foreigners,  who  merely  pass  through  his  domains, 
though  commonly  their  authority  is  exercised  only  as 
tomatters  of  police.'* 

Chittrfs  Vattelj  p.  172.  **  Even  in  those  countries 
where  every  foreigner  may  freely  enter,  the  sovereign 
is  supposed  to  allow  him  access  upon  the  tacit  con- 
dition that  he  be  subject  to  its  laws — in  virtue  of  this 
submission^  foreigners  who  commit  faults  are  to  be 
punished  according  to  the  laws  of  the  country." 

All  these  writers  consider  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
country  over  foreigners  in  it  based  on  an  implied 
social  compact  and  voluntary  submission  on  their  part, 
and  illustrate  Lord  Coke's  definition  of  the  third  kind 
of  allegiance.  Now  Lord  Coke  defines  murder  to  be 
*'  the  killing  of  any  reasonable  being,  &c.  by  any 
person  of  sound  mind,  &c.  within  some  county  of  this 
realm ;  but  ^'  any  person"  means  any  person  within  the 
King's  allegiance — for  in  Calvin's  case  it  is  said  that 
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Perkin  Warheck  had  been  held  not  triable  for  com-  1845. 
passing  the  death  of  the  King  in  this  country  because  R-  v.  Sbrva 
the  indictment  could  not  conclude  coiiira  ligeantuB  swb 
debitum — he  having  been  an  alien  enemy  in  arms.  (If 
he  was  not  triable  for  compassing  the  death  of  the 
King,  he  could  not  for  causing  that  of  a  subject.)  It  is 
also  there  said,  that  if  an  enemy  should  possess  them- 
selves  of  a  town  in  this  Kingdom,  children  born  in  it 
would  not  owe  allegiance  to  the  King,  and  consequently 
could  not  be  tried  here.  The  fact  of  a  foreigner  being 
in  this  country  is,  therefore,  only  prima  facie  evidence 
of  allegiance,  and  may  be  rebutted.  The  Admiralty 
had  undoubtedly  jurisdiction  over  the  high  seas,  which 
has  been  transferred  by  various  statutes  to  Judges  of 
Assize ;  but  could  have  jurisdiction  only  over  those 
who  owed  allegiance  to  our  Crown.  To  extend  our 
jurisdiction  further  would  be  to  violate  the  law  of 
nations  by  encroaching  on  the  jurisdiction  of  other 
coonlries ;  and  the  law  of  nature  and  first  principles 
of  justice  by  a  subjecting  men  to  laws  of  which  could 
not  on  any  grounds  be  presumed  cognizant,  which  they 
had  never  consented  to  obey,  and  from  which  they 
^d  never  accepted  protection.  The  question  is,  what 
constitutes  allegiance  on  the  high  seas  ?  the  mere  being 
on  the  high  seas  is  no  presumption  of  it — for  the 
^igh  seas  are  no  part  of  our  territory — but  extending 
^e  principle  on  which  local  allegiance  is  due  from 
foi^gners  in  this  country  all  persons  may  be  pre- 
sumed to  owe  local  or  temporary  allegiance  who  come 
board  one  of  our  skips  by  their  ovm  consent  ^  express 
implied. 

Aldersok  B.— Take  the  case  of  a  prisoner  of  war, 
^^ay  he  murder  the  captain  of  the  vessel  on  board  which 
H«  is  a  prisoner  ? 

CoUier.     It  may  be  taken  that  every  prisoner  of 
^ar,  when  he  is  engaged  in  war,  consented  to  abide  by 
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1845.      ^^  laws,  by  those  laws  his  life  is  forfeited  to  the  victor ;' 
R.  V,  Sebva    ^"d  the  sparing  it  may  not  unreasonably  be  deemed 
&  OTHERS,    n  consideration  on  which  the  law  bases  a  social  com  pact, 
between  him  and  the  victorious  state,  and  implies  a 
submission  on  his  part  to  its  laws,  if  we  have  jurisdiction 
to  try  a  prisoner  of  war,  it  must  be  on  this  ground ; 
persons  not  under  allegiance  to  the  Crown  of  Cheat 
Britain^   either  as  natives,   denizens,  or  temporary 
subjects,  can  only  be  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
a  British  tribunal,  either  by  the  law  of  nations,  as 
pirates,  or  by  a  formal  mutual  compact  between  Ghreat 
Britain  and  Brazil,  having   as  between   those  two 
countries  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  law  of  nations. 
The  prisoners  were  not  temporary  subjects ;  they  had 
never  owned  allegiance  to  Great  Britain,  either  ex* 
pressly  or  by  implication.    They  were  not  pirates,  t.  e. 
hostes  omnium.    They  were  engaged  in  a  mercantile 
speculation,  which  till  lately  has  been  recognised  as 
lawful  by  nearly  all  nations.     Nor  were  they  brought 
within  J3rt/i«A  jurisdiction  by  a  formal  mutual  compact 
between  Great  Britain  and  Brazil,  for  even  assuming 
that  the  being  engaged  in  the  Slave  Trade,  without 
having  slaves  on  board  to  be  piracy  by  the  terms  of 
the  treaty,  no  evidence  was  given  at  the  trial  of  that 
treaty,  having  ever  been  ratified  by  the  municipal  law 
of  Brazil.    The  government  of  Brazil  is  represen- 
tative ;  no  new  crime  can  be  created  by  a  mere  treaty  ; 
therefore  no  evidence  was  given  of  such  a  formal  mutual 
compact  between  Great  Britain  and  Brazil ^  as  entitles 
a  British  tribunal  to  claim  jurisdiction  over  BraziUan 
subjects  as  pirates.     If  the  Court  at  Exeter  be  held 
competent  to  try  these  men,  without  any  evidence 
being  given  of  the  treaty  having  been  ratified  by  the 
municipal  law  o{  Brazil,  it  would  be  in  reality  to  give 
to  the  British  tribunal  a  jurisdiction  over  Brazilian 
subjects,  which  even  a  Brazilian  tribunal  would  not 
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possess.     For  if  the  treaty  had  not  been  ratified  in       1845. 
Brazil^  the  Courts  of  that  country  would  have  no  cogni-  R.  »•  Sbbva 
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zince  over  the  alleged  offence  ;  for  it  would  not  be  an 
offence  against  the  law  of  Brazil,  but  against  the  terms 
of  a  treaty  which  had  not  been  sanctioned  by  the  law, 
and  therefore  was  no  part  of  the  criminal  code  of 
BmziL 

But  Secondly.  Even  supposing  the  treaty  had  been 
ratified  by  the  municipal  law  of  Brazil,  and  that  such 
a  ratification  had  been  proved  at  the  trial,  these 
prisoners  were  taken  in  contravention  of  the  treaty. 
It  has  been  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  that 
the  first  article  of  the  treaty  must  be  taken  by  itself 
apart  from  the  other  clauses  and  provisions.  But  if  so, 
it  ii  powerless,  for  it  gives  no  power  of  search  or 
capture.  The  treaty  must  be  construed  as  a  whole ; 
all  the  clauses  and  provisions  must  be  taken  together. 
It  will  thereby  appear  that  the  term  piracy  has  been 
wd  improperly;  that  the  tribunals  created  by  the 
treaty,  t.  e.  the  Mixed  Commissions,  have  no  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  persons  engaged  in  the  Slave  Trade,  but 
only  over  the  vessels  and  the  slaves;  that  no  powers  are 
given  by  the  treaty  to  any  tribunals,  to  deal  with  the 
crews  of  the  vessels  as  pirates  would  be  liable  to  be 
dealt  with  by  the  law  of  nations.  The  only  right  that 
can  be  alleged  under  the  treaty,  is  to  capture  vessels 
baving  slaves  on  board  ;  and  that  the  capture  must  be 
efieeted  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  treaty. 

But  the  Feliddade  had  no  slaves  on  board,  and 
therefore,  there  was  no  pretence  for  detaining  her,  even 
if  the  instructions  on  board  the  Wasp  be  considered  in 
conformity  with  the  provisions  of  this  treaty.  And  the 
•ScAo  was  unlawfully  taken  ;  for  the  Feliddade  was  a 
Brazilian  vessel  at  the  time  of  the  capture,  and  had 
^0  instructions  on  board  at  all.  The  prisoners,  were 
^erefore  not  in  lawful  custody,  they  had  a  right  to 
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IS45.      regain    their   freedom;    they  used    no    unnecessary 
R.  V,  Serva    violence, — their  crime,  if  any,  was  not  murder. 
"  Mr.  Godson,  Q.  C.  for  the  Admiralty.     1.  The 

Echo  was  lawfully  taken.  Captain  Usher  had  regu- 
lar instructions  on  board  the  Wasp ;  he  sent  two  boats 
from  the  Wasp  to  capture  the  Felicidade;  she  surren- 
dered. The  jolly  boats  with  the  British  flag  on  board 
was  put  on  board  the  Felicidade ;  Lieutenant  Stupart 
in  his  uniform  went  in  the  jolly  boat  with  the  British 
colours,  hoisted,  and  spoke  the  Echo.  On  her  setting 
sail,  Lieutenant  Stupart  gave  chase  in  the  Felicidade^ 
with  the  jolly  boat  on  board. 

Alderson  B The  case  does  not  find  that  the  jolly 

boat  was  on  board. 

Godson.  It  is  necessarily  intended.  Lieutenant 
Stupart  is  never  stated  to  have  parted  from  it.  After 
chase,  the  Echo  surrendered.  Lieutenant  Stupart 
being  then  close  alongside  the  Echo  in  the  Feliddadef 
with  his  uniform  on,  ordered  Mr.  Palmer,  a  midship- 
man, to  take  charge  of  her  during  the  night.  The 
lieutenant  must  therefore  be  taken  to  be  the  real 
captor,  and  practically  to  have  made  the  search  him- 
self; and  the  capture  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
efiected  by  the  Wasp,  her  boats  with  the  British  ensign 
being  on  board  the  Felicidade  during  the  chase,  and 
having  been  used  to  speak  the  Echo  in  the  first 
instance.  Therefore  as  to  the  Echo,  all  the  alleged 
requisites  were  complied  with.  L  She  is  taken  with 
slaves  on  board.  2.  By  an  ofiicer  of  the  rank  of  a 
lieutenant.  3.  By  a  ship  of  the  Royal  British  Navy, 
having  instructions  on  board. 

The  case  of  the  Melomane  (5  Rob.  Adm.  Rep.  41), 
which  has  been  cited  on  the  other  side,  shows  that  a 
capture,  though  effected  by  a  hired  vessel,  is  held  to 
be  a  capture  by  an  English  vessel,  though  a  doubt  there 
arose  about  the  right  to  prize. 
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2.  If  the  Echo  was  lawfully  taken,  it  becomes  imma-       1845. 
terial  whether  the  Felicidade  was  lawfully  taken  or  no.  R.  »•  S"»va 
For  as  vrith  the  exception  of  Majavel^  all  the  prisoners 
belonged   to   the  JSchOy  and    were   lawfully   taken ; 

they  were  lawful  prisoners  on  board  the  Felicidade^ 
whether  she  were  rightfully  taken  or  no :  and  with 
regard  to  Majavel,  he  had  no  right  to  attempt  to 
recapture  the  Felicidade^  for  CerqiLeira^  her  captain, 
had  surrendered,  and  so  far  from  assenting  to  MajaveVs 
act,  remonstrated  against  it,  and  refused  to  take  any 
part  in  it.  The  Felicidade  was  either  ours  by  lawful 
eapture,  or  she  remained  a  Brazilian  vessel.  If  ours, 
the  act  in  question  was  clearly  murder.  If  Brazilian^ 
it  is  equally  so.  For  as  the  captain,  Ce7'queiray  was 
not  a  party  to  the  recapture,  these  third  persons  had 
DO  right  to  attempt  it ;  they  were  committing  piracy 
by  attempting  to  run  away  with  the  ship :  (Charge 
by  Sir  LeoL  Jenkins  at  an  Admiralty  Sessions,  Wynne's 
life,  p.  xciv.),  and  while  effecting  this  unlawful  object, 
they  killed  an  Englishman.     This  is  clearly  murder. 

3.  But  the  Felicidade  was  lawfully  taken.  It  has  been 
contended  that  the  first  article  of  the  treaty  of  23d  Nov. 
1826,  which  is  recited  in  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  74, 
makes  a  distinction  between  the  being  concerned  in  the 
carrying  on  of  the  African  Slave  Trade,  and  the  actual 
carrying  it  on;  but  that  distinction  was  only  to  last 
for  three  years  from  the  ratification  of  the  treaty.  At 
the  expiration  of  that  time  the  Slave  Trade  was  to  be 
at  an  end.  The  first  article  says,  "  that  at  the  expi- 
ration of  three  years  ^  to  be  reckoned  from  the  exchange 
of  the  ratifications  of  the  present  treaty,  it  should  not 
^lawful  for  the  subjects  of  the  emperor  of  Brazil  to  be 
^(^ncemed  in  the  carrying  on  of  the  African  Stave  Trade 
^'wier  any  pretext  or  in  any  manner  whatever^  and  that 
the  carrying  on  such  trade  after  that  by  any  person 
object  of  his  Imperial  Majesty,  should  be  deemed 

VOL.  I.  K 
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1845.      and  treated  as  piracy.'*     The  ratification  took  place 
R.V.  Sbrva  March  13,  1827,  so  in  March  13,  1830,  it  became 
piracy  in  any  Brazilian  subject  to  be  concerned  in  the 
Slave  Trade,     Any  kind  of  concernment  in  the  Slave 
Trade  was  thenceforward  to  be  deemed  piracy.     The 
preamble  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  122,  shows  this  to  be 
the  true  construction  of  the  treaty.     That  act  recites 
that  the  British  and  Brazilian  Mixed  Commissions 
at  Mio  Janeiro  and  Sierra  Leone  would  cease  on  the 
13th  March,  1845.    By  the  separate  article  appended 
to  the  treaty  of  28th  July,  1817,  it  was  provided  that 
that  convention  should  in  default  of  alterations  con- 
tinue in  force  for  fifteen  years  after  its  ratification ; 
and  as  the  articles  of  that  treaty  were  embodied  in 
the  treaty  of  1827,  this  latter  treaty  was  to  continue 
in  force  till  the  13th  March^  1845.     But  that  only 
applies  to  those  provisions  of  the  treaties  which  relate 
to  the  Mixed  Commissions.     The  being  concerned  in 
carrying  on  slavery  in  any  manner  whatever  was  to 
be  deemed  piracy  from  the  13th  March  1830.     The 
Mixed  Commissions  took  no  cognizance  of  the  crime 
of  piracy  as  such.    Their  province  was  to  adjudicate 
on  the  question  of  lawful  capture  or  no,  as  being 
engaged  in  the  Slave  Trade.     Had  these  men  been 
taken  before  the  Mixed  Commission  at  Sierra  Leone^ 
that  Court  would  have  been  bound  to  liberate  their 
persons  whether  their  vessel  were  decided  to  be  a 
lawful  prize  or  no.    But  inasmuch  as  the  treaty  made 
them  pirates,  the  English  Admiralty  had  jurisdiction 
to  capture  and  to  punish  them  as  such.     However  the 
only  point  necessary  to  establish  is  their  rightful  cap- 
ture ;  undoubtedly  we  had  a  right  to  carry  their  vessel 
into  Sierra  Leone  for  adjudication  as  being  engaged 
in  the  Slave  Trade;  the  crew  were   in   the  lawful 
custody  of  Mr.  Palmer.     The  killing  him  under  such 
circumstances  was  murder. 
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Manning  Serjeant  replied.  1845. 

Cur.  ad.  vult.  ^  »•  Sbbva. 

The  Judges  having  expressed  a  wish  to  hear  the 
case  argued  by  civilians,  met  at  SerjeanCs  Inn  on 
December  3,  1846.  They  were  all  present  except 
Coleridge  J.  and  Cresswell  J. 

Sir  John  Dodson  (the  Queen's  Advocate),  and 
Dr.  PhiUimore  conducted  the  case  for  the  Crown. 
Dr.  Addams  appeared  for  the  prisoners  Ribeiro,  Fran- 
ciicOf  MartineZj  Joaquim.  Dr.  Harding  for  Majavel, 
SenHtf  and  A  Ives. 


SECOND  ARGUMENT. 

Dr.  Addams.  The  foundation  of  the  conviction  is 
the  conchiding  paragraph  of  the  case  laid  before  your 
Lordships.  The  learned  Baron  who  tried  the  case, 
thought  that  the  Felicidade  was  in  the  lawful  custody 
(tf  her  Majesty's  officers,  that  all  on  board  that  vessel 
were  within  her  Majesty's  Admiralty  jurisdiction,  and 
that  the  jury,  if  satisfied  by  the  evidence,  that  the 
prisoners  plotted  together  to  slay  all  the  English  on 
board  and  run  away  with  the  vessel,  that  in  carrying 
their  design  into  execution  Majavel  slayed  Mr.  Pal- 
W€r,  by  stabbing  him  and  throwing  him  overboard, 
^d  that  the  other  convicted  prisoners  were  present 
aiding  and  assisting  Majavel  in  the  commission  of 
that  act,  should  find  them  guilty  of  murder. 

I  assume,  therefore,  that  the  basis  of  this  conviction 
18  the  lawful  capture  of  the  Felicidade.  As  the  learned 
Baron  put  the  case  to  the  jury,  the  prisoners  are 
charged  with  "a  conspiracy  "  to  slay  all  the  English 
^^  boards  and  run  away  with  the  vessel.  If  the  cap- 
ture was  legal,  perhaps  this  ruling  was  correct.     If 

K  2 
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1845.  not,  it  was  no  plot  or  conspiracy  to  commit  murder  or 
R.O. Sbrva  piracy,  but  merely  apian  to  regain  their  liberty.  The 
whole  question  then  is  this ; — was  this  a  lawful  seizure, 
and  were  these  men  in  lawful  custody.  If  not,  there 
is  no  corpus  delicti ;  the  killing  would  not  be  murder, 
nor  would  our  Courts  have  jurisdiction  to  try  them. 
There  are  two  vessels,  different  considerations  are  ap- 
plicable to  them  respectively.  Firsts  as  to  the  Feliei- 
dade.  She  was  a  Brazilian  schooner ;  if  her  detention 
was  lawful,  it  must  have  been  so  under  the  convention 
between  this  country  and  Brazil^  and  the  stat.  7  &  8 
Geo.  4,  c.  74,  founded  upon  that  convention.  The 
act  says  in  effect ; — *'  During  the  continuance  of  the 
Slave  Trade,  it  shall  be  carried  on  in  such  and  such  a 
manner ;  and  if  carried  on  otherwise,  it  shall  be  at- 
tended with  such  and  such  results,  and  from  and  after 
a  certain  period  it  should  not  be  carried  on  at  all ; 
and  if  it  be  carried  on,  it  shall  be  deemed  and  treated 
as  piracy."  In  this  case,  the  period  had  expired  from 
and  after  which  it  was  to  be  deemed  and  treated  as 
piracy.  If  they  became  pirates,  jure  gentium^  by  the 
effect  of  this  act  and  convention,  they  have  no  case. 
I  say,  however,  that  under  this  act  and  convention 
they  were  not  pirates  /it  allj  still  less  pirates  jure 
gentium.  The  question  of  piracy  was  fully  considered 
in  the  case  of  the  Louis.  (2  Dodson's  Adm.  Rep. 
210). 

Sir  J.  Dodson.  There  was  no  treatv  there. 

Dr.  Addams.  Yes,  I  find  it  so  stated  in  the  report, 
p.  260. 

Parke  B. — That  does  not  make  it  piracy. 

Alderson  B. — But  only  that  in  each  country  there 
was  a  municipal  law  making  the  Slave  Trade  unlawful. 

Dr.  Addams.  Suppose  this  act  and  convention  could 
make  it  piracy,  would  it  be  piracy  ^'wrc  gentium  ? 

Wheaton  (Elements  of  Internatibual  Law,  p.  162-4) 
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says; — "The  judicial  power  of  every  state  extends  to       1845, 
the  punishment  of  certain  offences  against  the  law  of  R.  v,  Skrva 

&  OTHERS 

nations,  among  which  is  piracy.    Piracy  is  defined  by 
text  writers  to  be  the  offence  of  depredating  on  the 
seasy  without  being  authorised  by  any  sovereign  state, 
or  with  commissions  from  different  sovereigns  at  war 
with  each  other.     The  officers  and  crew  of  an  armed 
vessel,  commissioned  against  one  nation,  and  depre- 
dating upon  another,  are  not  liable  to  be  treated  as 
pirates  in  thus  exceeding  their  authority.     The  state 
by  whom  the  commission  is  granted,  being  responsible 
Kg  other  nations  for  what  is  done  by  its  commissioned 
raisers,   has    the    exclusive  jurisdiction  to  try  and 
punish   all   offences  committed  under  colour  of  its 
authority."      *     *     #     «i  Pirates  being  the  common 
nemies  of  all  mankind,  and  all  nations  having  an 
qual  interest  in  their  apprehension  and  punishment, 
hey  may  be  lawfully  captured  on  the  high  seas  by 
he  armed  vessels  of  any  particular  state,  and  brought 
ithin  its  territorial  jurisdiction  for  trial  in  its  tribu- 
als.     This  proposition,  however,  must  be  confined  to 
iracy  as  defined  by  the  law  of  nations,  and  cannot  be 
xtended  to  offences  which  are  made  piracy  by  muni- 
ipal  legislation.    Piracy  under  the  law  of  nations  may 
tried  and  punished  in  the  Courts  of  Justice  of  any 
ation,  by  whomsoever  and  wheresoever  committed ; 
^ut  piracy  created   by  municipal   statute,   can  only 
i)e  tried  by  that  state  within  whose  territorial  jurisdic- 
tion, and  on  board  of  whose  vessel,  the  offence  thus 
created  was  committed.     Thus,  the  crimes  of  murder 
and  robbery  committed  by  foreigners,  on  board  of  a 
foreign  vessel  on  the  high  seas,  are  not  justiciable  in 
the  tribunals  of  another  country  than  that  to  which 
the  vessel  belongs;  but  if  committed  on  board  of  a 
vessel  not  at  the  time  belonging,  in  fact  as  well  as 
right,  to  any  foreign  power  or  its  subjects,  but  in  pos- 
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1845.       session  of  a  crew  acting  in  defiance  of  all  law,  and 
R.O.  Skrva    acknowledging  obedience  to  no  flag  whatsoever,  these 

&  OTHERS  vj       v^  ^ 

crimes  may  be  punished  as  piracy  under  the  law  of 
nations,  in  the  Courts  of  any  nation  having  custody  of 
the  offenders."  If  then  this  act  be  piracy,  it  is  clearly 
not  so  jure  gentium^  nor  punishable  as  such.  It  could 
only  be  cognizable  by  that  state  in  whose  territory,  or 
on  board  whose  ship  the  offence  was  committed. 
But  further,  they  are  not  pirates  at  all.  Can  a  mere 
convention^  declaring  that  so  and  so  shall  be  deemed 
and  treated  as  piracy,  make  those  who  commit  the 
acts  in  question  ipso  facto  pirates,  without  any  muni- 
cipal law  in  confirmation  of  such  convention  ?  The 
period  from  which  the  acts  in  question  were  to  be 
treated  as  piracy  expired  in  1830.  Have  any  parties 
since  that  ever  been  dealt  with  as  pirates  in  point  of 
fact?  The  stipulation  has  been  waived  by  mutual 
consent.  The  Felicidade  was  sent  in  by  Captain  Usher j 
to  be  dealt  with  under  the  Mixed  Commission,  not  as 
being  engaged  in  piracy. 

[The  learned  Doctor  then  discussed  the  question  of 
the  legality  of  the  seizure  under  the  convention  and 
the  statutes  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  74,  and  5  Geo.  4,  c.  113,. 
showing  that  certain  conditions  were  made  precedent 
to  a  lawful  capture  or  detention,  and  that  those  condi- 
tions had  not  been  complied  with.  That  in  the  case 
of  the  Felicidade  the  search  was  lawful — the  detention 
unlawful.  In  the  case  of  the  JScho^  the  search  was 
unlawful — the  detention  (per  se)  lawful :  one  of  those 
conditions  was  the  having  instructions  on  board.] 

Parke  B. — Either  no  instructions  were  in  evidence, 
or  wrong  instructions.     Take  it  either  way. 

Alderson  B. — If  the  instructions  were  improper  it 
becomes  the  act  of  the  English  government.  If  the 
instructions  were  correct,  and  did  not  authorize  the 
capture,  it  would  be  the  act  of  the  captain. 
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Dr.  Addams.     But  if  it  were  the  act  of  the  govern-       1845. 
xnent,  although  that  might  be  a  defence  for  the  captain,  R.  v.  Sbrva 
it  would  give  no  jurisdiction  as  against  the  JSraztZtans. 
Parke  B. — Suppose  that  Captain  Usher  had  seized 
the  Feliddade  without  instructions  from  the  Admiralty , 
or  contrary  to  instructions,  and  instead  of  committing 
a  murder,  one  Brazilian  on  board  had  picked  another's 
pocket,  would  the  Admiralty  have  jurisdiction  over 
the  offender?     If  Captain  Usher  had  seized  the  Felid- 
dade by  instructions  from  the  Admiralty,  would  that 
give  the  Admiralty  jurisdiction  to  try  a  Brazilian  for 
a  larceny  committed  on  board  after  the  capture  ?    The 
question  is,  had  the  Admiralty  jurisdiction  over  the 
deck  of  the  Feliddade  ? 

Or.  Addams  then  proceeded  to  discuss  the  case  of 

the  Fcho^  and  to  show  that  the  conditions  precedent 

prescribed  by  the  convention  had  not  been  performed, 

^nd  that  therefore  the  capture  was  illegal.     He  cited 

the  following  cases,  to  show  that  the  Feliddade  could 

i^ot  be  considered  a  tender  or  boat  of  the  Wasp.     The 

^eloniane,  5  Rob.  41  (see  Serjeant  Manning's  argu- 

'Hent);  the  Zephyrina,  2  Haggard,  317  (a);    Donna 

Barbara,  lhid.,3m  {b). 

Alderson  B. — Does  either  of  those  cases  contain  a 
definition  of  the  word  "tender?"  (c) 

Ca)  Which  was  distinioiislied  from  the  case  of  the  Melomane,  hy  the 
^^^ot  of  the  connection  between  the  tender  and  the  SyhiUa  (the  ship  to 
^bich  the  tender  was  attached)  being  established  by  the  authority  of  the 

<ft)  Where  it  was  held  that  a  capture  by  a  boat,  the  crew  of  which  was 

^^orne  on  Uie  books  of  a  King's  ship,  and  commanded  by  an  officer  of  the 

P"«^Der  degree  of  rank,  but  which  actually  put  off  from  an  unauthorized 

tender,  and  at  a  distance  of  1500  miles  from  the  King's  ship,  could  not  be 

«-««med  a  capture  by  the  King's  ship. 

fc)  Sir  C.  Rohinsm  speaking  of  .captures  by  boats  sent  from  King's 

TOipg  gays»  "  I  think  the  detachment  of  boats  and  officers,  mentioned  in 

^ue  proclamation,  must  be  imderstood  with  some  limitation ;  and  I  can 

*^geit  no  other  than  such  a  practical  dependence  on  the  orders  of  the 

^^^loander,  to  be  executed  within  the  sphere  of  his  personal  superin- 

^dence  and  direction,  as  will  substantially  connect  him  with  the  respon- 

^ty  attached  to  the  capture.    (Domia  Barbara^  2  Haggard,  376.) 
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« 

1845.  Dr.  Addams.    A  "  tender"  must  be  attached  to  the 

R.  V.  Serva  capturing  vessel  by  public  authority.  Captain  Usher 
could  not  make  any  vessel  he  chose  a  lawful  tender. 
The  visitation  then  being  unlawful,  a  lawful  detention 
cannot  be  grafted  on  an  unlawful  visitation  and  search. 
The  act  of  the  prisoners  was  therefore  not  a  plot  to  com- 
mit a  criminal  act  but  a  plan  to  r^ain  their  liberty, 
which  was  justifiable  by  the  law  of  nature  and  nations. 

[He  then  proceeded  to  show  that  the  act  was  a  bond 
fide  attempt  to  regain  their  liberty,  and  that  they  had 
committed  no  more  violence  than  was  absolutely  neces- 
sary to  effect  their  object,  when  Pollock  C.  B.  said, 
that  that  was  rather  matter  for  the  jury,  and  that  the 
rase  submitted  no  question  on  that  point  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Judges.] 

Further,  whatever  may  have  been  the  nature  of  the 
act,  the  Court  at  Exeter  had  no  jurisdiction.  The 
detention  was  unlawful,  and  therefore  there  was  no 
conversion  of  the  property  either  actual  or  incipient. 
The  language  of  the  Admiralty  Court  is,  that  such  an 
act  was  done  ^'  on  the  high  seas  and  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty."  The  indict- 
ment sets  forth  that  Mr.  Palmer  was  **  within  the 
peace  of  the  Queen,"  i.  e.  that  he  was  a  British  subject, 
and  that  the  act  was  done  ^'  against  the  peace  of  the 
Queen."  Was  it  so?  It  was  done  on  board  a  Bra- 
zilian vessel. 

Alderson  6. — The  question  is,  had  she  become 
British  by  the  seizure  ? 

Dr.  Addams.  Kent  (1  Com.  4th  ed.  p.  26),  says  "no 
nation  has  any  right  of  jurisdiction  at  sea,  except  it  be 
over  the  persons  of  its  own  subjects,  in  its  own  public 
or  private  vessels."     So  Wheaton  (Elements,  164). 

The  only  exception  to  this  rule  is  in  the  case  of  pirates 
jure  gentium^  who  may  be  tried  by  the  tribunals  of  any 
and  every  state. 
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Pollock   C.  B. — The  only  question  is,  was  the       1845. 
nationality  changed  ?  R-  «»•  Sbrva 

&  OTHERS 

Aldersok  B ^The  only  reason  why  a  pirate  is 

triable  anywhere,  is  because,  otherwise  he  would  be 
triable  no  where.     He  has  no  country. 

Lord  Denman. — Supposing  Mr.  PaZwier  had  seized 

a  person  actually  engaged  in  the  Slave  Trade,  without 

instractions  from   the  British  government,   for  the 

purpose  of  taking  him  to  be  tried,  either  at  Brazil  or 

before  the  Court  of  Mixed  Commission  at  Sierra  Leone, 

and  the  person  so  seized  had  resisted,  and  Mr.  Palmer 

had  thereupon  killed  him,  must  he  not  according  to 

your  ailment,  if  tried,  have  been  found  guilty  of 

manslaughter? 

Dr.  Addams.     Possibly  he  might. 

Alderson  B.,  referred  to  the  case  of  Turner  v. 

CareWj  Beawes  Lex  Mercatoria,  1,  363,  and  Viner's 

Abridg.  Piracy,  A.  8,  where  it  was  held  that  a  capture 

niade  under  a  mistaken  impression,  that  letters  of 

Reprisal  had  not  been  recalled,  was  held  no  piracy, 

Wcause  the  seizure  was  only  "  a  caption  in  order  to 

^n  adjudication,  and  though  the  authority  was  deficient 

yet  it  was  not  done  animo  deprcedandu** 

Dr.  Harding ,  (for  Majavel,  Serva,  and  Alvesi)  first 
drew  the  attention  of  the  Court  to  the  fact  that 

ilfa;at;e/ was  distinguishable  from  the  others,  because 

he  was  the  only  one  of  the  crew  of  the  Felicidade,  and 

til  en  laid   down  the  following  six   propositions.     1. 

Neither  the  Queen's  ships  nor  the  Queen's  officers  have 

^ny  general  right  to  search  foreign  vessels  on  the  ocean 

^n  time  of  peace,  independently  of  treaties :  for  the  sea 

18  free  and  common  to  all.     2.  The  prisoners  were  not 

piJ^tes,  jure  gentium^  as  the  Slave  Trade  is  not  piracy 

•7^''e  gentium^  nor  unlawful  at  all,  except  by  treaty. 

^-  The  prisoners  were  not  pirates  under  the  treaty. 

^*  They  were  illegally  taken  and  detained  in  violation 
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1845.  of  the  treaty.  5.  At  all  events  they  were  not  intra 
R.  V.  Sbrva  pacenif  or  subject  to  British  jurisdiction.  6.  If  they 
0THBB8.  ^^^  subject  to  British  jurisdiction,  the  alleged  crime 
did  not  amount  to  murder. 

[The  first  proposition  was  conceded.  Lord  Benman 
said,  he  should  like  to  hear  the  second  argued.] 

Mr.  Justice  Story^  in  giving  judgment  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  the 
United  States  v.  Smith  (5  Wheaton's  Rep.  162,)  says, 
^^  whether  we  advert  to  writers  on  the  common  law,  or 
the  maritime  law,  or  the  law  of  nations,  we  shall  find 
that  they  universally  treat  piracy  as  an  offence  against 
the  law  of  nations,  and  that  its  true  definition  by  that 
law  is  robbery  upon  the  sea.'* 

Alderson  B. — Piracy  is  robbery  of  every  body,  not 
any  robbery. 

Dr.  Harding.  The  earliest  authority  is  the  Digest 
(Paulus  lib.  49,  tit.  15,  par.  19,)  ^*  a  piratis  aut  la-- 
trombus  capti  liberi  permanent.*'  Blackstane  (Com. 
vol.  4,  p.  74,)  says  the  crime  of  piracy  or  robbery  and 
depredation  upon  the  high  seas,  is  an  offence  against 
the  universal  law  of  society  ;  a  private  being  according 
to  Sir  Ed.  Coke^  (3  Inst  113,)  hostis  humani  generis. 
Coke,  (3  Inst,  p.  1 12),  says  that  the  stat.  28  H.  8,  c.  15, 
did  not  **  alter  the  nature  of  the  offence  of  piracy,  or 
make  the  offence  felony,  but  leaveth  the  offence  as  it 
was  before  this  act,  viz.  only  felony  by  the  civil  law,  but 
giveth  a  meansof  trial  by  thecommon  law,  and  inflicteth 
such  pains  of  death,  as  if  they  had  been  attainted  of  any 
felony,  &c.,  done  upon  the  land."  Piracy  therefore, 
is  an  offence  against  the  law  of  nations.  Trading  in 
slaves  is  not ;  it  has  in  truth  nothing  in  common  with 
piracy.  Lord  Stowell,  (yAe]ioMw,2 Dodson,  247,)say8, 
''the  very  statute  lately  passed  which  makes  it  a 
transportable  offence  in  any  British  subject  to  be  con- 
cerned in  this  trade,  affords  a  decisive  proof  that  it  was 
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not  liable  to  be  considered  as  a  piracy  and  a  capital       1845. 
offence,  as  it  would  be  in  foreigners  as  well  as  British  R.  v.  Serva 
subjects,  if  it  was  a  piracy  at  all.     In  truth  it  wants   *  others. 
some  of  the  distinguishing  features  of  that  offence.    It 
is  not  the  act  of  freebooters,  enemies  of  the  human  race, 
renouncing  every  country,  and  ravaging  every  country 
in  its  coasts  and  vessels  indiscriminately,  and  thereby 
creating  an  universal  terror  and  alarm ;  but  of  persons 
confining  their  transactions  (reprehensible  as  they  may 
be)  to  particular  countries,  without  exciting  the  slightest 
apprehension  in  others.     It  is  not  the  act  of  persons 
insulting  and  assaulting  coasts  and  vessels  against  the 
will  of  governments,  and  the  course  of  their  laws,  but 
of  persons  resorting  thither  to  carry  on  a  traffic  (as  it  is 
there  most  unfortunately  deemed)  not  only  recognised 
but  invited  by  the  institutions  and  administrations  of 
those  barbarous  communities. 

No  lawyer,  I  presume,  could  be  found  hardy  enough 
to  maintain  that  an  indictment  for  piracy  could  be 
supported  by  the  mere  evidence  of  a  trading  in  slaves, 
be  the  malignity  of  the  practice  what  it  may,  it  is  not 
that  of  piracy  in  legal  consideration. 

In  Madrazo  v.  WilleSj  (3  B.  &  Aid.  353),  decided 
in  1820,  it  was  held  that  the  Slave  Trade  was  not  con- 
trary to  the  law  of  nations  ;  and,  therefore,  a  foreigner, 
^ho  is  not  prohibited  from  carrying  on  the  Slave  Trade 
"y  the  laws  of  his  own  country,  may  in  a  British  Court 
^f  Justice,  recover  damages  sustained  by  him  in  respect 
^f  the  wrongful  seizure  by  ?l  British  subject  of  a  cargo 
^f  slaves,  on  board  of  a  ship  then  emplo)red  by  him  in 
^^rryingon  the  AfricanSl^ye  Trade. 

In  1825,  Ch.  J.  Marshall  in  pronouncing  judgment 

^^  the  case  of  the  Antelope^  (10  Wheaton,  120),  says. 

Prom  the  earliest  times  war  has  existed,  and  war 

Confers  rights  in  which  all  have  acquiesced.     Among 

^^emost  enlightened  nations  of  antiquity,  one  of  these 


^ 
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1845.  was,  that  the  victor  might  enslave  the  vanquished.  This, 
R.  V.  Sbkva  which  was  the  usage  of  all,  could  not  be  pronounced 
repugnant  to  the  law  of  nations,  which  is  certainly  to 
be  tried  by  the  test  of  general  usage?  That  which  has 
received  the  assent  of  all,  must  be  the  law  of  all. 
Slavery  then  has  its  origin  in  force ;  but  as  the  world 
has  agreed  that  it  is  a  legitimate  result  of  force,  the 
state  of  things  which  is  thus  produced  by  general  con- 
sent, cannot  be  pronounced  unlawful/'  Then  how 
does  the  case  stand  on  the  laws  of  this  country  ?  The 
Slave  Trade  was  a  lawful  trade  till  the  25th  March^ 
1807,  when  it  was  abolished  by  stat.  47  Geo.  3,  s.  1, 
c.  36.  Then  by  the  stat.  5  Geo.  4,  c.  1 13,  it  is  declared 
to  be  piracy.  But  it  is  believed  that  there  has  hitherto 
been  no  one  instance  of  a  government  prosecution  for 
the  offence  created  by  this  statute  ever  since  it  was 
enacted. 

Third.  The  prisoners  cannot  be  treated  as  pirates, 
under  the  terms  of  the  treaties.  In  considering  this 
question,  the  principle  of  construction  applicable  to 
those  treaties  must  be  considered.  In  the  case  of 
Marry att  v.  Wilson,  (1  B.  &  P.  439),  where  a  ques- 
tion arose  on  a  treaty  between  this  country  and  the 
United  States  of  America^  Eyre  C.  J.  said,  **  This 
treaty  is  brought  under  our  consideration  incidentally 
as  an  ingredient  in  a  cause  in  judgment  before  us :  we 
only  say  how  it  is  to  be  understood  between  the  parties 
to  this  record.  This  we  are  bound  to  do,  and  we  have 
but  one  rule  by  which  we  are  to  govern  ourselves. 
We  are  to  construe  this  treaty  as  we  would  construe  any 
other  instrument  public  or  private.  We  are  to  collect 
from  the  nature  of  the  subject,  from  the  words  and  from 
the  context,  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  contract- 
ing parties,  whether  they  are  A.  and  B.,  or  happen  to 
be  two  independent  states.  The  Judges  who  admi- 
nister the    municipal  laws  of  one  of  those   states, 
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woold  commit  themselves  upon  very  disadvantageous       1845. 
ground,  ground  which  they  can  have  no  opportunity  R-  »•  s«bva 
of  examining,  if  they  were  to  suffer  collateral  consi- 
derations to  mix  in  their  judgment  on  a  case  circum- 
stanced as  the  present  case  is/'   Vattel^  (B.  2,  c.  17, 
&  268,)  says,  **  Every  deed  and  every  treaty  must  be 
iaterpreted  by  certain  fixed  rules  calculated  to  deter- 
mine its  meaning,  as  naturally  understood  by  the 
parties  concerned   at  the  time  when   the  deed  was 
drawn  up  and  accepted."     Again,  s.   303,  '*  Every 
thing  that  contains  a  penalty  is  odious."  ♦  ♦  ♦  **  Peual 
clauses  in  treaties  lay  a  burthen  on  one  of  the  parties ; 
thxej  are  therefore  odious."    S.  308,  he  lays  it  down 
that  penal  clauses  are  to  be  construed  with  the  utmost 
strictness.     Now,  in  looking  to  these  treaties  to  see 
hat  it  is  for  which  the  two  contracting  parties  meant 
engage,  it  is  remarkable  that  we  do  not  find  any 
t^ace  of  a  desire  by  either  party  to  prevent  the  offend- 
i  X3g  parties  from  immediately  committing  the  very  same 
tfence.  Nor,  although  they  were  to  be  deemed  pirates, 
oes  the  British  government  seem  to  have  adopted 
^y  means  to  cause  the  Brazilian  government  to 
'unish  them  as  such.    At  the  trial  at  Exeter  no  muni- 
pal  law  of  Brazil  was  given  in  evidence,  by  which 
e  offence  was  declared  to  be  piracy.   There  is  nothing 
the  report  of  the  learned  Baron  to  show  that  at 
resent  the  Slave  Trade  is  unlawful  in  Brazil ;  for  all 
liat  appears  there,  the  traffic  in  slaves  may  be  as 
'awful  in  Brazil  as  the  traffic  in  sugar.     In  the  case  of 
^he  Louis  (2  Dodson,  236),  Lord  Stowell  held  that 
T>ne  country  cannot,  in  order  to  enforce  its  own  laws, 
claim  the  exercise  of  rights  incompatible  with   the 
rights  of  foreigners  :  that  no  Court  could  presume  the 
existence  of  a  modern  foreign  law,  which  did  not 
appear  as  a  fact  in  evidence ;  and  further,  that  no 
penal  law  of  any  state  can  bind  the  conduct  of  its 
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^845.  subjectSi  unless  it  is  conveyed  to  their  attention  in  a 
^  oT^**^^  ^*y  ^^^^^  excludes  the  possibility  of  honest  ignorance. 
It  is,  therefore,  quite  clear  that  no  mere  clause  in  a 
treaty  can  bind  the  subjects  of  either  country  till  ita 
provisions  have  received  the  sanction  and  confirmation 
of  the  municipal  law  of  each  state  respectively. 

Alderson  B. — Suppose  one  of  the  governments 
making  the  treaty  not  to  be  absolute,  its  acts  will  not 
bind  the  subject. 

Dr.  Harding.  A  case  which  occurred  not  long  ago 
may  be  cited  in  illustration  of  the  last  of  the  above 
positions  of  Lord  StawelL 

A  prisoner  was  indicted  for  maliciously  shooting, 
under  the  stat.  39  Geo.  3,  c.  37,  the  offence  was  com* 
mitted  within  a  few  weeks  after  the  passing  of  that  act, 
and  before  notice  of  it  could  have  reached  the  place 
where  the  offence  was  committed :  upon  a  case  reserved 
the  Judges  were  all  of  opinion  that  the  offence  could 
not  have  been  tried  if  the  stat.  39  Geo.  3  had  not  been 
passed  ;  and  as  the  prisoner  could  not  have  known  of 
that  act  they  recommended  that  he  should  receive  a 
pardon.  (1  RusseUon  Crimes^  102.)  It  is,  therefore,  in- 
cumbent on  the  Crown  to  show  not  only  that  the  treaty 
was  such  a  treaty  as  might  bind  the  subjects  of  the 
BrazUsj  but  also  that  those  subjects  had  such  a  know* 
ledge  of  the  treaty  as  to  be  subject  to  the  penalties 
contained  in  it.  But  the  case  of  these  prisoners  is  peon* 
liar  and  must  be  the  subject  of  a  distinct  consideration. 
They  were  not  concerned  in  trading ;  they  are  merely 
mariners  employed  on  board  the  ship,  and  there  is  no 
evidence  to  affect  them  with  notice  of  the  purport  of 
the  voyage.  In  the  case  of  the  Ringende  Jacob  ( I  Rob. 
p.  89,)  one  of  the  points  contended  for  in  argument 
was  that  the  vessel  in  question  was  liable  to  condem- 
nation, on  account  of  the  use  and  occupation  in  which 
she  had  been  employed.    Lord  Stowell  said,  *^  on  this 
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point  reference  has  been  made  to  an  ancient  treaty       1845. 
lietween  England  and  Sweden^  which  forbids  the  sub-  R*  «•  Sbbva 
*  ects  of  either  powers  "  to  sell  or  lend  their  ships  for  the 
-mise  and  advantage  of  the  enemies  of  the  other ;"  and 
s  this  prohibition  is  connected  in  the  same  article 
ith  the  subject  of  contraband,  it  is  argued,  that  the 
^sarrying  of  contraband  articles  in  the  present  cargo,  is 
^uch  a  lending  as  comes  within  the  meaning  of  the 
reaty :  but  I  cannot  agree  to  that  interpretation.    To 
et  a  ship  on  freight  to  go  to  the  ports  of  the  enemy, 
nnot  be  termed  lending,  but  in  a  very  loose  sense ; 
nd  I  apprehend  the  true  meaning  to  have  been,  that 
hey  should  not  give  up  the  use  and  management  of 
heir  ships  directly  to  the  enemy,  or  put  them  under 
is  absolute  power  and  direction.    It  is  besides  observ- 
ble  that  there  is  no  penalty  annexed  to  this  prohibi- 
ion.     I  cannot  think  that  such  a  service  as  this  will 
ake  the  vessel  subject  to  confiscation.'^    This  case 
ears  on  the  present,  as  shewing  what  principle  of 
nterpretation  should  be  applied  to  the  treaties  in  ques- 
ion.     By  the  English  law  (stat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  1 13, 
.  11),  there  is  a  distinction  in  favour  of  mariners, 
e  statute  specifies  three  classes  of  persons.     1 .  Any 
rsons  engaged  in  the  actual  traffic.    2.  Any  captain, 
^Mnaster,    mate,    sui^eon,  or  supercai^o    knowingly 
^^Dgaged  on  board  any  ship  concerned  in  the  traffic. 
^.  Petty  officers,  seamen,  marines,  or  servants  simi- 
lariy  circumstanced.     The  two  first  classes  are  to  be 
deemed  guilty  of  felony ;   the  3rd  only  of  a  misde- 
meanor.    Such  then  being  the  state  of  the  English 
law  as  affecting  British  subjects  in  1824,  can  it  be 
supposed  possible  that  in  1 826  the  government  should 
have  intended  to  make  any  of  the  subjects  of  Brazilj 
who  as  mariners f  embarked  on  board  a  slave  ship, 
guilty  of  piracy. 
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1845.  Pollock  C.  B. — Your  argument  is,  that  piracy  in'  a 

R.9.  Sbbva   Brazilian  subject  must  be  the  same  as  the  English 

&  OTHBB8.      1  1  •  •  -r%    •,•   1         i^*. 

law  deems  piracy  m  a  Bnttsh  subject. 

Parke  B. — The  simple  question  is,  "  Can  the  Felt- 
cidade  be  seized  V* 

Alderson  B. — If  the  seizure  was  legal,  the  crew 
would  of  course  be  taken  with  the  vessel. 

Parke  B. — It  would  not  be  contended  on  behalf  of 
the  Crown,  that  the  persons  seized  under  this  treaty, 
could  be  punished  as  pirates  by  our  Courts,  without  a 
municipal  law  to  that  effect  ?  The  Courts  here  only 
try  them  for  murder,  not  piracy.  Therefore,  the  only 
question  is,  was  the  capture  legal  ? 

Dr.  Harding.  The  treaty  is  clear  and  positive  in  its 
provision,  that  no  vessel  is  to  be  detained,  not  having 
slaves  actually  on  board.  And  those  provisions  are 
to  remain  in  force  for  fifteen  years  after  the  termina- 
tion of  the  treaty.  [The  learned  Doctor  then  referred 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  capture,  as  proving  his 
fourth  position,  that  the  prisoners  were  illegally  taken. 
And  cited  the  case  of  the  Susanna^  (6  Rob.  48),  where 
Sir  W.  Scott  said,  in  his  judgment,  "  If  you  seize  a 
neutral  vessel  for  the  purpose  of  examination  and 
search,  you  have  no  right  to  employ  that  vessel  as  an 
instrument  of  capturing  other  vessels  before  adjudica- 
tion ;'*  and  the  cases  of  the  Melomane  and  the  Donna 
Barbara^  (2  Haggard),  as  shewing  that  the  capture  of 
the  Echo  was  illegal  as  well  as  that  of  the  FelicidadeJ] 

Fifth.  The  capture  being  illegal,  what  consequences 
ensue?  In  the  case  of  the  Mary,  (5  Rob.  206),  Sir 
W.  Scott  said,  **  that  a  capture  which  is  made  under 
such  circumstances  as  to  be  illegal,  can  convey  no 
right  of  property  to  the  thing  captured.  Such  an  act 
is  essentially  invalid,  and  can  have  no  legal  conse- 
quence attached  to  it,  either  for  the  benefit  of  the 
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CHptors  themselves,  or  for  the  benefit  of  others  who       1845 
m^y  claim  through  them.     Here  then  the  capture  R.f>.SEi 
being  illegal,  no  property  passed  to  tlie  captor,  the 
vessel  remained  Brazilian.     The  following  cases  show, 
thi^t  a  mere  capture  works  no  conversion  of  the  pro- 
perty in  the  captured  vessel  without  a  sentence  of 
condemnation    pronounced   by   a   competent    Court, 
decreeing   the  capture   to  have    been  rightly  made. 
{^T'he  Flad-Oyen,    1    Rob.    139.     I'he  Henrick  and 
Jtfaria,  4  Rob.   55.      Hose  v.  Himely^   4    Cranch's 
American  Law  Rep.  279).     The  capture  then  being 
originally  illegal,  and  no  sentence  of  condemnation 
having  been  pronounced,  the  vessel  remained -Brazi/ian 
to  all  intents  and  purposes. 

Sixth.  It  cannot  for  a  moment  be  contended,  that, 

though  the  capture  did  not  pass  the  property  in  the 

^H|p,   it  changed   the   nationality  of  the   crew,    and 

f>i*ought  them  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  British 

tx^ibunals.      Story  (Conflict  of  Laws,  s.  539),   says, 

'  *    Considered  in  an  international  point  of  view,  juris- 

^iction  to  be  rightfully  exercised,  must  be   founded 

ther  upon  the  person  being  within  the  territory,  or 

e  thing  being  within  the  territory ;  for  otherwise, 

ere  can  be  no  sovereignty  exerted  upon  the  known 

axim,    **  Extra   territorium  jus  dicenti  impune  non 

jocxrefar/*     Bullenois   puts   this    among   his   general 

I>'»inciple8,  "The  laws  of  a  sovereign  rightfully  extend 

'^er  persons  who  are  domiciled  within  his  territory, 

^d  over  property,  which  is  there  situate."     Vattel 

y%  down   the  true   doctrine  in   clear  terms,  *'The 

^^vereignty  (says  he)  united  to  the  domain,  establishes 

^Me  jurisdiction  of  the  nation  in  its  territories,  or  the 

Country  which  belongs  to  it.     It  is  its  province,  or 

^l^at  of  its  sovereign,  to  exercise  justice  in  all  places 

^^der   its    jurisdiction,   to    take   cognizance   of    the 

^^imes  committed  and  the  differences  that  arise  in  the 

VOL.  I.  L 
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1845.  country."  On  the  other  hand,  no  sovereignty  cao 
R.O.  Serva  extend  its  process  beyond  its  own  territorial  limits, 
to  subject  either  persons  or  property  to  its  judicial 
decisions.  Every  exertion  of  authority  of  this  sort, 
beyond  its  limit,  is  a  mere  nullity,  and  incapable 
of  binding  such  persons  or  property  in  any  other 
tribunals.  The  Feliddade  was  not  within  the  British 
jurisdiction,  nor  was  it  British  property.  Nothing 
had  taken  place  which  could  in  any  way  affect  the 
nationality  of  the  crew.  They  therefore  remained 
Brazilian  subjects,  amenable  only  to  Brazilian  laws. 

[The  learned  Doctor  then  cited  Calvin's  case  (7  Rep. 
p.  9)  as  an  authority  that  the  prisoners  were  not  within 
the  ligeance  of  the  British  Crown ;  and  R.  v.  Sawyer 
(Russ.  &  Ry.  p.  294),  where  it  was  held  that  an  aver- 
ment that  the  party  injured  was  ^*  in  the  peace  of  our 
lord  the  King,"  imported  that  she  was  a  British  sub« 
ject  when  the  offence  was  committed,  and  an  averment 
that  the  offence  was  committed  '*  against  the  peace  of 
the  King"  imported  that  the  prisoner  was  a  British 
subject  also.]  Here  it  cannot  be  contended  that  the 
offence  was  committed  against  the  peace  of  the  King, 
for  the  vessel  on  board  which  the  transaction  took  place 
must  be  regarded  as  Brazilian  soil.  The  only  alle- 
giance due  from  the  crew  was  to  the  Crown  of  BraziL 

Sixth.  Even  if  the  prisoners  could  be  considered  to 
have  been  in  the  JBrituh  territory  at  the  time  of  com- 
mitting the  offence,  it  does  not  amount  to  murder. 
They  had  a  right  to  regain  their  freedom  by  any  and 
every  means  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  ren- 
dered necessary.  (Foster's  Crown  Law,  c.  8,  s.  9.) 

Sir/.  Dodson  (Queen's  Advocate)  for  the  Admiralty. 
The  capture  of  both  vessels,  the  Feliddade  and  Echo^ 
was  lawful,  and  both  of  them  were  in  the  lawful  custody 
of  the  Queen's  officers  at  the  time  when  the  offence  was 
committed.  The  main  question  relates  to  the  legality  of 
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^he  capture  of  the  Feliddade. — 1.  The  capture  was       1845. 
legal  under  the  Ist  and  2nd  articles  of  the  treaty  of  R. v.Skbva 

— ^  &  OTHBIL8 

^ZVbremftcr,  1826.     The  treaties  are  not  to  be  construed 

m  n  the  manner  contended  for  on  the  other  side.     The 

:#^ct  of  there  being  no  slaves  found  on  board  the  Fell- 

^:^idade  is  immaterial.  [The  learned  Doctor  then  argued 

«  liat  by  the  Ist  and  2nd  articles  of  the  treaty  of  23rd 

^^ZVovembeVj  1826,  recited  in  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  74,  the 

lave  Trade  was  altogether  prohibited  to  the  subjects 

f  England  and  Brazil,  from  and  after  March,  13, 

-830 ;  that  thenceforward  it  became  ipso  facto  piracy, 

whatever  manner  it  was  carried  on,  and  that  all 

liose  engaged  in  it  were  liable  to  be  treated 'as  pirates.] 

On  this  point  see  Mr.  Oodson^s  argument.]     But  it 

eed  not  be  contended  that  the  British  Crown  had  a 

:ight  to  deal  with  them  as  pirateSr  but  merely  to  seize 

Siem  and  detain  them  with  a  view  to  their  punishment 

J  the  Brazilian  authorities ;  and  in  this  view  of  the 

«8e  it  becomes  immaterial  whether  they  ^evQ  Brazilian 

•objects  or  no.   The  treaty  gave  us  authority  to  capture 

^fcem,  and  therefore  when  taken  they  are  pro  tempore 

■  «3  lawful  custody. 

2.  Even  if  the  treaties  be  held  open  to  a  different 
^^^^nstruction,  the  capture  must  be  deemed  legal  under 
^■^e  additional  article  to  the  convention  with  Portugal 
CJi^arch  16,  1823),  which  is  as  follows  :— 

Article  1.  "  Whereas  it  is  stated  in  the  first  article 
the  instructions  intended  for  the  British  and  Portu- 
ships  of  war  employed  to  prevent  the  illicit  traffic 
^^    slaves,  that  *  ships  on  board  of  which  no  slaves 
^^all  be  found,  intended  for  the  purposes  of  traffic, 
^«all  not  be  detained  on  any  account  or  pretence  what- 
ever :'  And  whereas  it  has  been  found  by  experience 
^^at  vessels  employed  in  the  illegal  traffic  have  put 
^^eir  slaves  momentarily  on  shore,  immediately  prior 
^  their  being  visited  by  ships  of  war,  and  that  such 

L  2 
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1845.  vessels  have  thus  found  means  to  evade  forfeiture,  and 
R.  v.Serva  have  been  enabled  to  pursue  their  unlawful  course 
with  impunity,  contrary  to  the  true  object  and  spirit 
of  the  convention  of  the  28th  of  July^  1817  ;  the  two 
high  contracting  parties,  therefore,  feel  it  necessary  to 
declare,  and  it  is  hereby  declared  by  them,  that  if 
there  shall  be  clear  and  undeniable  proof  that  a  slave 
or  slaves  of  either  sex  has  or  have  been  put  on  board  a 
vessel  for  the  purpose  of  illegal  traffic,  in  the  particular 
voyage  on  which  the  vessel  be  captured,  then  and  on 
that  account,  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  stipulations  of  the  above  mentioned  convention, 
such  vessel  shall  be  detained  by  the  cruisers  and  finally 
condemned  by  the  Commissioners." 

Here  Captain  Usher  had  reasonable  ground  of  suspi- 
cion, and  was  therefore  justified  in  taking  the  vessel 
into  port  for  adjudication.  The  capture  would  not 
have  been  illegal,  even  though  the  Court  should  after- 
wards decide  that  the  vessel  was  to  be  liberated.  It 
might  have  been  irregular,  but  that  would  not  have 
authorised  the  crew  in  resisting  it  by  force.  Their 
proper  remedy  would  have  been  by  proceeding  under 
the  6th  article  of  the  convention  of  1817,  which  pro- 
vides that  the  party  liberated  on  adjudication,  shall 
have  damages  awarded  them  by  the  Court  before 
which  the  case  is  tried. 

Parke  B. — Where  was  the  *' clear  and  undeniable 
proof"  that  slaves  had  been  put  on  board  the  Felid" 
dade  in  that  voyage  ? 

Sir  J.  Dodson.  The  facts  of  the  case  warrant  such  a 
conclusion.  It  was  the  practice  of  being  colourably 
without  slaves  on  board  when  actually  visited,  that  led  to 
the  additional  article  of  1823  ;  but  after  the  total  aboli. 
tion  of  the  Slave  Trade,  the  treaty  applied  to  all  vessels 
equipped  for  it.  The  fact  of  a  vessel  being  equipped 
as  a  slaver,  seems  thenceforward  to  have  been  held 
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primd  facie  evidence  of  her  having  had  slaves  on       184^. 

board ;  and  therefore  to  warrant  a  British  officer  in  R.  v.  Sbrva 

capturing  and  taking  her  in  for  adjudication.     This 

appears  from  the  judgment  of  the  Courts  of  Mixed 

Commission  at  Sierra  Leone  and  Rio.     The  cases, 

though  not  regularly  reported,  are  certified  by  the 

Judges  themselves,  and  printed  in  the  Slave  Trade 

papers  laid  before  Parliament.  In  the  papers  for  1839, 

and   1840,  there  is  the  case  of  the  Entreprenhador 

before  the  Mixed  Commission  Court  in  Brazil^  where 

a  vessel  was  condemned  under  the  treaty  for  having 

been  equipped  for  the  Slave  Trade,  on  the  ground  that 

she  had  no  right  to  go  on  any  voyage  for  the  purpose 

of  dealing  in   slaves,   and  the  equipment  was  held 

primd  facie  evidence  of  an  intention  to  do  an  illegal 

act.     In  this  case  the  condemnation,  it  is  true,  was 

adjudged   by  the  British  commissioner  alone;  but 

^here  is  also  the  case  of  the  Maria  Charlotta^  which 

^as  captured  and  carried  into  Rio ;  it  was  equipped 

for  the  Slave  Trade,  but  had  no  slaves  on  board  ;  the 

Brazilian  government  consented  that  the  case  should 

go  before  the  Court. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  conduct  of  the  govern- 
ment can  hardly  be  cited  as  an  authority  ;  but  if  its 
consent  was  given,  that  would  tend  to  show,  that  the 
Courts  did  not  feel  themselves  authorised  to  condemn 
without  it. 

Sir  J.  Dodson.  The  Esperanza  equipped  for  the 

Slave  Trade,  but  with  no  slaves  on  board,  was  captured 

by  the  same  Captain  Usher  who  captured  the  FeUci- 

dade ;  she  was  taken  to  Rio^  and  there  condemned. 

These  cases  show  at  all  events,  what  construction  the 

Courts  of  Mixed   Commission   are   in   the  habit  of 

putting   upon   the  treaty.     And  in  the  case  of  the 

Fortuna  (1  Dodson,  86),  Sir  W.  Scott  held  "that  if 

a  vessel  belonging  to  a  state,  the  laws  of  which  had 
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1845.  declared  slavery  to  be  abolished,  were  taken  under 
R.  V.  Sbrva  such  circumstances  as  to  leave  no  doubt  of  its  having 
&  OTHBR8.  jj^gjj  engaged  in  the  Slave  Trade,  it  would  be  liable  to 
a  sentence  of  condemnation/'  and  he  held  ''  that  in 
such  a  case,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  parties  cap- 
tured, to  show  that  they  belonged  to  a  country  where 
the  Slave  Trade  was  tolerated  and  protected  by  the 
municipal  laws/'  Kent  (Comm.  Part  1,  Sec.  9,  notec.) 
says ; — *"  The  doctrine  in  the  case  of  the  Antelope^ 
(10  Wheaton,  66),  and  in  the  ^n^/isA  cases  therein  re- 
ferred to  is,  that  a  right  of  bringing  in  for  adjudication, 
in  time  of  peace,  foreign  vessels  engaged  in  the  Slave 
Trade,  and  captured  on  the  high  seas  for  that  cause, 
did  not  exist ;  and  vessels  so  captured  would  be  re- 
stored, unless  the  trade  was  also  unlawful^  and  prohu 
bited  by  the  country  to  which  the  vessel  belonged ;  and 
if  a  claim  be  put  in  for  Africans^  as  slaves  and  pro- 
perty, the  onus  probandiy  is  thrown  upon  the  claimant 
to  make  specific  proof  of  the  individual  proprietary  in* 
teresty  according  to  the  laws  of  the  country  to  which 
the  vessel  belongs.'* 

Here  then  primd  facie  the  Slave  Trade  is  illegal,  and 
the  burden  of  proving  the  contrary  is  thrown  on  the 
Brazilians.  If  the  Emperor  of  Brazil  enters  into 
a  treaty  with  Chreat  Britain^  declaring  the  Slave 
Trade  to  be  piracy,  it  roust  be  presumed  that  there 
is  a  law  in  Brazil  prohibiting  it,  until  the  contrary 
be  shown.  And  the  provisions  of  that  law  must  be 
taken  to  be  co-extensive  with  the  language  of  the 
treaty  by  which  the  Slave  Trade  in  any  and  every  shape 
is  clearly  abolished.  The  argument  drawn  from  the 
distinctions  in  the  English  law  (stat.  5  Geo.  4,  c.  13), 
cannot  be  deemed  of  any  weight.  The  treaty  is  express 
and  precise  ;  no  such  distinctions  appear  in  it. 

But  Thirdy  even  if  the  construction  put  upon  the 
treaties  on  the  other  side  be  correct,  the  capture  was  still 
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/eg^l;  at  all  events  so  far  legal  as  to  deprive  the  captured       1845. 
oF  any  right  to  retake  their  vessel  by  force.  It  has  been  r.  „.  sbrva 
gued  that  in  all  such  cases  there  is  a  right  of  resist-   ^  othbrh. 
ce  and  recapture,  so  that  if  English  officers  take 
v^^ssels  under  circumstances  not  sufficient  to  warrant 
their  condemnation,  the  crews  of  those  vessels  have  a 
right  to  rise  upon  their  captors  and  retake  the  ships 
\>y  any  and  every  means  which  may  be  necessary  to 
effect  their  object.     But  this  is  not  so.     Whenever  a 
right  exists  of  detention  for  the  purpose  of  inquiry  and 
adjudication,  the  vessel  detained  is  bound  to  submit 
peaceably  to  such  inquiry  and  abide  by  the  result;  This 
is  the  case  with  neutrals  taken  in  time  of  war.    In  the 
case  of  the  Dispatch  (3  Rob.  278,)  Sir  W.  Scott  held 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  neutrals,  when  detained  for  the 
purpose  of  further  inquiry  into  the  real  character  of 
tile  vessel  and  cargo,  to  take  care  that  they  do  not 
Put  themselves  in  the  condition  of  enemies,  by  resorting 
such  conduct  as  can  be  justified  only  by  the  charac- 
T  of  enemies.     It  is  the  law  and  not  the  force  of 
I^^rties  that  must  be  looked  to,  as  the  redresser  of 
^^  rongs  that  may  have  been  done  by  the  one  to  the 
^^%her.     On  this  principle  he  held  that  the  forcible 
^"^sscue  of  a  neutral  ship  from  the  hands  of  a  lawful   * 
^^Xtiiser  was  good  ground  of  condemnation.  The  present 
is  very  analogous  to  that  of  a  neutral  captured  in 
me  of  war.     The  treaty  authorises  us  to  visit  and 
^^rch,  and  so  far  places  us  in  the  same  position  with 
pect  to  Brazilian  vessels  in  time  of  peace  which 
^lligerents  hold  with  respect  to  neutrals  in  time  of 
ar. 

Parke  B. — The  question  is,  whether  that  is  exactly 
^o:  whether  the  treaty  does  authorise  any  visitation 
or  search  other  than  such  an  one  as  is  in  strict  con- 
formity with  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  ? 

Sir  J.  Dodson.  A  visitation  and  search  may  be  irre- 
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1845.  g^Iar :  but  it  does  not  therefore  follow  that  it  is  bad 
R.  v.Sbrva  to  all  intents  and  purposes  ;  and  that  the  captor  is  to 
be  considered  a  trespasser  so  far  as  to  justify  the  cap- 
tured in  rising  upon  him  and  retaking  their  vessel  by 
force.  The  mere  fact  of  the  captain's  exceeding  his 
instructions  cannot  make  him  liable  to  be  treated  as  a 
pirate  in  a  case  where  it  is  clear  that  he  must  be 
deemed  to  have  jurisdiction.  If  he  has  mistaken  the 
precise  meaning  of  his  instructions  the  crew  of  the 
captured  vessel  have  their  remedy  at  law,  and  must 
proceed  against  him  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  the 
treaty.  (Bynkershoek,  Quaest.  Jur.  Publ.  Lit.  I.  c.  17, 
s.  14.  ^*  Sed  pirata  quis  sit,  necne,  inde  pendet,  an 
mandatum  prsedandi  habuerit;  si  habuerit  et  ar- 
guatur  id  excessisse,  non  continuo  eum  habuerin 
pro  pirat&.)'' 

Sir  Leoline  Jenkins  (Wynne's  Life,  p.  94)  says — 
**  If  a  man  take  a  commission  frofri  a  foreign  prince 
or  serve  under  it  (though  it  be  a  crime  in  an  Engltsh" 
man  to  do  so)  then  it  is  no  robbery  to  assault,  subdue, 
and  despoil  the  lawful  enemy  of  the  prince  whose 
commission  he  bears,  nor  yet  to  seize  and  carry  away 
a  friend,  supposed  to  be  an  enemy,  provided  he  do 
bring  that  friend,  without  pillaging  or  hurting  him, 
or  taking  any  composition  from  him,  to  judgment  in 
some  port  of  that  prince  whose  commission  he  bears.'* 
Here  there  is  no  complaint  of  undue  force  having 
been  used  by  the  British  captor,  and  it  is  only  in  case 
of  such  a  departure  from  instructions  as  amounts  to 
a  wilful  violation  of  them  as  will  authorise  the  cap- 
tured parties  in  resisting  detention. 

Fourth.  Assuming  then  that  these  vessels  were 
lawfully  captured,  so  far  at  least  as  to  authorise  their 
detention  for  the  purpose  of  adjudication,  the  next 
question  is,  were  the  crews  subject  to  ^n/wA  jurisdic- 
tion ?   It  has  been  contended,  that  in  order  to  put  them 
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within  JBn^isA  jurisdiction  the  property  in  the  vessels  1845. 
must  be  changed,  and  that  such  could  not  be  the  case  R*  «•  Sbrva 
prior  to  condemnation.  But  if  they  were  in  lawftil 
custody,  there  needs  no  such  change  of  property  as  is 
contended  for ;  the  mere  possession  would  be  sufficient. 
If  an  actual  conversion  was  requisite,  the  crew  of  a 
captured  vessel  might  always  rise  on  their  captors 
while  they  were  taking  them  in  for  adjudication.  Sup- 
pose it  had  been  an  island  instead  of  a  ship  that  was 
taken,  would  not  the  Queen  have  jurisdiction  ?  Un- 
doubtedly she  would.  Whether  her  Courts  would 
administer  Brazilian  or  British  law  is  another  ques- 
tion;  but  at  all  events  they  would  have  jurisdiction. 

Pollock  C.  B. — Is  there  any  case  that  decides  that 
neutrals  captured  are  under  British  laws  ? 

Sir  /.  Bodsofi.     I  am  not  aware  of  any. 

Parke  B. — Could  we  punish  a  Brazilian  for  forging 
a  Bank  of  England  note  at  sea  ?  That  would  be  a 
statutable  offence. 

Pollock  C.  B. — Would  that  be  the  case  with  a 
neutral  ? 

Sir  J.  Bodson.  It  probably  would.  Suppose  the 
British  prize  crews  had  committed  an  offence  against 
^Brazilian  on  board,  would  not  they  be  liable  to  an 
indictment  ? 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — If  a  private  person  seized 
Mother  engaged  in  a  clear  act  of  piracy  under  the 
treaty,  might  he  do  so  lawfully  ? 

Sir  «/.  Bodson.     I  think  he  might. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — How  then  would  it  be  in  a 
^  of  a  seizure  for  the  purpose  of  handing  over  to  the 
Brazilian  authorities  ? 

Drs.  Addams  and  Harding  replied. 

[They  contended  that  the  treaties  could  not  be  con- 
ned in  the  manner  suggested  on  the  part  of  the 
Admiralty   without  complete  disregard  of  many  of 

tol.  I.  M 
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1845.       their  most  important  clauses,  and  of  all  those  pro- 
R.  V,  Sbrva   visions  which  bore  in  favour  of  the  prisoners.    That 

&OTHBRS.        .  .  ^  -  1     i  -  !• 

in  the  case  of  a  neutral  captured  m  time  of  war, 
though  the  custody  would  be  lawful,  the  crew  would 
not  be  subject  to  British  law.  That  it  does  not  follow 
that  because  a  British  subject  might  be  tried  here  for 
killing  a  foreigner  in  an  English  ship,  a  Brazilian 
might  be  tried  for  killing  an  Englishman.  That  though 
complete  conversion  can  in  no  case  be  necessary  to 
constitute  lawful  custody,  there  must  at  all  events  be 
incipient  conversion,  which  there  could  not  be  unless 
the  capture  were  lawful.] 

Williams  J. — If  the  seizure  had  been  made  in  strict 
compliance  with  the  treaty,  would  the  nationality 
remain  unchanged  ? 

Parke  B. — Does  lawful  custody  mean  introduction 
of  British  law  ? 

Dr.  Addams.  There  might  be  incipient  conversion, 
but  not  sufficient  to  produce  such  an  effect  as  that. 
Here,  the  British  law  was  clearly  not  introduced  so  as 
to  prevent  the  crew  doing  what  they  could  to  regain 
their  freedom. 

Alderson  B. — If  there  had  been  a  domestic  slave 
on  board,  would  he  have  been  made  free  by  the  British 
law,  or  remained  a  slave  bv  the  Brazilian  law  ? 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider. 

Afterwards  the  majority  of  the  Judges  who  were 
present  at  the  argument  were  of  opinion,  that  the  con- 
viction was  wrong,  on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction 
in  an  English  Court  to  try  an  offence  committed  on 
board  the  Felicidade;  and  that  if  the  lawful  possession 
of  that  vessel  by  the  British  Crown,  through  its  officers, 
would  be  sufficient  to  give  jurisdiction,  there  was  no 
evidence  brought  before  the  Court  at  the  trial  to  shew 
that  the  possession  was  lawful. 

TindalC.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B.,  Parke  B.,  Alder- 
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son  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Wiluams  J.,   Coltman  J.,       1845. 
Maule  J.,  RoLFE  B.,  WiOHTMAN  J.,  and  Erle  J.,  held  R.  v,  Sbrya 
the  conviction  to  be  wrong.  *  othbrs. 

Lord  Denhan  C.  J.,  and  Platt  B.,  held  the  con- 
viction to  be  right. 

Lord  Denman's  opinion  was  as  follows. 

I  thought  the  conviction  right.  It  appeared  to  me 
Cliat  the  possession  of  the  Brazilian  vessel  by  the 
-^Sriiisk  officers,  was  a  lawful  possession,  under  a  seizure 
ixiade  by  them  of  the  said  ship  while  employed  by 
-^riizilian  subjects  in  the  Slave  Trade ;  and  I  thought 
t^hat  the  vessel  so  in  possession  of  British  officers  under 
^^  general  authority  from  the  Crown  was  a  British 
essel  for  the  purpose  of  founding  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
ourt  of  Admiralty,  and  of  course,  since  the  late  act, 
^f  the  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  and  gaol  delivery 
^t  JExetery  to  try  crimes  committed  on  board  of  such 
Vessel. 

Mr.  Baron  Platt's  opinion  was  as  follows. 

The  22nd  section  of  the  stat.  4  &  5  Wm.  4,  c.  36, 

g^ve  to  the  Justices  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  and  general 

gaol  delivery  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  and  a 

subsequent  statute  to  the  Judges,  before  whom  the 

Assizes  at  Exeter  were  holden,  jurisdiction  to  try  the 

prisoners,  if  the  alleged  offence  had  been  committed 

within   the  jurisdiction  of  the  Lord  High  Admiral. 

The  question  therefore,  was  whether,  the  act,  which 

caused  the  death  of  Mr.  Palmer^  was  committed  within 

that  jurisdiction. 

Upon  this  subject  I  have  always  thought  and  still 
think,  that  asCaptain  ZZsAer  commanded  Her  Majesty's 
ship  of  war  theTr(aup,and  was  stationed  with  that  vessel 
off  the  coast  oi  Africa  for  the  prevention  of  the  Slave 
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1845.  Trade,  the  compact,  entered  into  between  the  Britism 
R.  V.  Sbrva  and  Brazilian  government  by  the  then  subsisting  Bra 
Sc  OTHERS,  ^i^j^  treaty,  justified  him  in  directing,  and  Lieutenan 
Stupart  in  effecting  under  such  direction  of  hi 
superior  officer,  the  capture  of  the  Felicidade  and  o 
the  BchOf  and  their  detention  during  such  time  a 
might  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  submitting  th* 
circumstances  attending  their  capture  to  the  judgmen 
of  the  Mixed  Court ;  and  that  during  such  detentioi 
of  the  Felicidade  J  she  was  in  the  lawful  possession  ani 
dominion  of  her  Majesty,  and  her  deck  as  much  withii 
her  Majesty's  Admiralty  jurisdiction,  as  was  the  dec! 
of  the  TFiwp. 
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REGINA  V.  RICHARD  BENT.  1845. 


t]This  case  was  furnished  to  the  Editor  by  the  kind-" 

%s  of  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Williams,  who  reserved 

*^^   points  mentioned  in  the  judgment  for  further 

^Osi deration.     After    consulting    with    Mr.   Justice 


-^TPTESON,  the  following  judgment  was  delivered  by 
^^^  latter  learned  Judge  at  the  Spring  assizes,  1846]. 

^£   defendant  was  convicted   before  the  late  Mr.  The  Statute 
^Btice  Williams  at  the  Winter  assizes,  holden  at  c.76?8?34'*' 
-Liverpool,  a.  d.  1846,  upon  an  indictment  containing  (Municipal 

^  ^f.iip/.  i»  1  Corporation 

^X  counts,  of  which  the  tour  first  were  framed  upon  Acg  makes 

,^.^^  it  a  misde- 

^^eanoor  for  a  ban^ess  wijfuUy  to  make  a  false  answer  to  any  of  the  qae8tion9 
^^erein  specified.    The  indictment  charged  (in  the  four  first  counts,)  that  "  the  de^ 

^Xidant/al9e2v  and/raudidently  answered.  Sic."    Held  bad,  for  omitting  "  wilfully." 

^     In  the  two  last  counts,  that  the  defendant /aZfe/y,/ratMiu^ftl/y,  deceitfully,  and  contrary 

'^»  and  in  fraud  qf  the  said  statute,  did  personate  one  J.  H,  Held:  1.  That  this  was  no 

^^gpce  under  the  statute,  no  offence  so  described  being  specified  therein.    2.  That  it 

^^^8  SO  offence  at  common  law,  either  in  itself;  or  as  a  violation  (in  effect)  of  a  statutory 

^^hibition»  because  (if  it  were)  the  statute  in  the  same  clause  created  the  offence  and 

^*Oirided  die  penalty/ 

VOL.  I.  N 
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1845.      the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  (5  &  6  Wm.  4,  c.  76), 
3j.jj^,g      and  especially  upon  the  34th  section,  which  authorizes,^ 

Case.  under  certain  circumstances,  three  questions  to  be  putt 
to  every  voter  at  a  borough  election,  and  the  offences 
charged  is,  giving  false  answers  to  two  of  thos^ 
questions;  the  two  last  counts  (without  at  present^ 
describing  them  more  minutely),  are  for  falsely  per  -^ 
sonating  a  certain  voter  at  an  election  of  two  counciLf  ^ 
lors  for  the  borough  of  Great  Bolton.  The  objec^^ 
tion  to  the  first  four  counts  isy  that  in  describing  th^ 
offence  they  do  not  pursue  the  language  of  the  statut^^ 
andf  to  the  two  lastj  that  they  describe  no  offence  a^ 
all. 

The  four  first  counts  differ  from  each  other  only  it 
setting  forth,   with   more  or   less  particularity,  tkM 
Charter  of  Incorporation  granted  to  the  said  borouj 


of  Great  Bolton,  and  other  matters  introductory  r 
the  election  of  two  councillors  for  one  of  the  wards 
that  borough,  at  which  the  said  offence  is  charged 
have  been  committed  ;  but  in  the  description  of  th- 
offence  there  is  no  difference  whatever. 

The  sections  of  the  act  which  are  material  to 
present  purpose,  are  the  31st,  which  directs  that  th^* 
election  of  councillors  shall  be  on  the  1st  of  November^  ^ 
the  32nd,  which  provides  that  the  mode  of  votings 
shall   be  by  delivering  a  voting  paper,  in  a  certain 
prescribed   form,  to   the   Mayor  or  other   presiding 
officer ;  and  the  34th,  on  which  the  question  arises. 
That  enacts,  that  the  Mayor  or  other  presiding  officer, 
if  required  by  two  competent  burgesses,  shall  put  to 
the  voter  at  the  time  of  his  delivering  in  the  voting 
paper,  the  following  questions  : — 

1.  Are  you  the  person  whose  name  is  signed  A.  B. 
in  the  voting  paper  now  delivered  in  by  you  ? 

2.  Are  you  the  person  whose  name  appears  as  ^ .  jB. 
in  the  burgess  roll  now  in  force  for  this  borough,  being 
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g^istered  therein ,  as  being  rated  for  property  described       ]  845. 

to  be  situated  in  (Street,  &c.)  ?  Bv^kt^b 

3.  Have  you  already  voted  at  this  election  ?  Case. 

Then  follows,  "and  if  any  person  shall  wilfully 

xxiake  a  false  answer  to  any  of  the  questions  aforesaid, 

shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanour,  and  may 

indicted  and  punished  accordingly."     All  the  four 

counts  state  that  the  defendant,  upon  delivering 

in  a  voting  paper,  in  the  name  of  one  John  Holden,  a 

Vfeurgess  entitled  to  vote  at  the  said  election,  was  asked 

l^y  the  presiding  officer  (who  was  duly  required  by 

t;wo  competent  burgesses   to   put   them),  the   three 

questions  in  the  terms  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  above 

Set  forth ;  and  then  the  statement  in  all  those  four 

eounts  (that,  in    truth,  being   the  statement  of  the 

offence),  is  in  the  same  words,  and  is  as  follows : — "  to 

^hich  questions  (each  of  the  two  first),  the  defendant 

then  and  there  falsely  and  fraudulently  answered, 

I  am.' "  But  the  words  of  the  34th  section,  as  has 

*>e€n  already  shewn,  are,  '*  if  any  person  shall  wilfully 

^ake  a  false  answer  to  any  of  the  questions  aforesaid, 

^e  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanour,"  and  the 

Question  %$j  whether  the  omission  of  the  word  '*  wilfully*^ 

^^  the  said  four  first  counts^  vitiates  those  counts^  and 

am  of  opinion  that  it  does. 

Now  ijord  Coke,  in  his  reading  upon  the  statute  of 

^  ^liz.f  the  words  of  which  are,  **  if  any  person  shall 

^^IfuUy  and  corruptly  commit  any  manner  of  wilful 

Pdjury/*  mentions  two  cases,  in  which  a  statement 

*lfcat  the  thing  was  done    '*  falsely  and  corruptly," 

"Without  adding  '*  wilfully j''  was  held  to  be  vicious  and 

^^sufficient.    (3  Inst.  167).    In  the  case  of  JR.  v.  JDavis, 

^     Leach,  the  indictment  was  upon   the  Black  Act, 

^liich  makes  it  felony  for  any  person  "  wilfully  and 

^Maliciously  to  shoot  at   another."     The  indictment 

^^arged  that  the  prisoner  *'  unlawfully,  maliciously, 

n2 
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•  1845.      and  feloniously  did  shoot  at  A.  B./*  and  held  ill,  for 
Bbnt^s      omission  of  the  word  "  wilfully. ^^     In  a  note  to  the 
Case.       latter  case,  others  are  referred  to,  which  are  to  the  Mke 
effect.    So,  also,  is  the  language  of  the  Judges,  {Cox* 
case,  i    Leach),  as  to  the  importance   of  the  wor 
"wilfully"   in   the  said   statute   of  5   Eliz.   against^ 
perjury.     Whether  the  words  "  falsely  and   fraudu- 
lently" be  equivalent  to  **  falsely  and  wilfully,"  is  airr 
inquiry   into  which   I   decline  to   enter.     That   the 
expression,  *'  wilful,"  is  in  general  sufficiently  signi- 
ficant, cannot  be  doubtful,  when  it  is  recollected  that 
the  definition  of  murder  by  Hawkins  is,  "the  wilfu7 
killing  a  man  of  malice  aforethought,"  and,  moreove 
that  "  wilfully"  is  to  be  found  as  well  as  "  of  malic 
aforethought,"  in  every  indictment  for  murder  that 
ever  saw  or  heard  of.    But,  beyond  all  this,  "  wilfull 
to  make  a  false  answer  to  the  questions"  proposed,  i 
the  definition  of  the  offence  by  the  Legislature  itself  r 
— quod  voluit  dixit ; — and  whether  any  other  language 
must  have  the  same  meaning  as  that  which  I  find  used, 
cannot  but  be  dou&tful,  and  it  is  a  qoestion  which  I 
am  not  able  or  willing  to  decide.     That  the  words  of 
the  statute  must  be  pursued,  is  a  safe  and  certain  rcie; 
an  inquiry  whether  other  words  have  the  same  meaning, 
must  be  precarious  and  uncertain.    I  think,  therefore, 
that  both  upon  principle  and  authority  these  first  four 
counts  are  defective. 

The  two  last  counts,  after  stating  the  incorporation 
of  the  borough  of  Great  Bolton,  with  most  of  the 
particulars  contained  in  the  four  first,  and  referring 
to  certain  provisions  in  the  5  &  6  Wm,  4,  c.  76,  which 
it  is  not  necessary  to  set  out,  as  no  objection  or  ques- 
tion arises  thereon,  contain  an  allegation,  that  on  the 
1st  of  Not)emher,  9th  Victoria^  an  election  of  two 
councillors  for  a  certain  ward  in  the  said  borough  took 
place,  and  then  state  the  offence.   In  this  (the  material) 
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part,  both  counts  are  the  same,  and  to  this  effect : —       1845. 
**  That   defendant,   well   knowing  the  premises,  but     ^^^^^^ 
intending  deceitfully  and  fraudulently  to  contravene       Case. 
the  said  provisions  of  the  said  act  of  Parliament,  and 
to   prevent  a  fair  election  of  councillors  from  taking 
place  for  the  said  ward,  and  wrongfully  and  deceit- 
fully wishing  to  make  it  appear  that  A.  and  jB.,  who 
^ere  then  and  there  respectively  candidates  for  the 
oflBce  of  councillors  of  and  for  the  said  ward,  were 
duly  elected  councillors  thereof,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  at  the 
election  aforesaid  for  the  said  ward,  falsely,  fraudu- 
iently,  deceitfully ^  and  contrary  to,  and  in  fraud  of  the 
jyrcviswnB  of  the  statute  aforesaid,  in  that  behalf  did 
J^ersonate  one  J.  H.  (the  name  of  the  said ./.  H.,  being 
then  on  the  said  burgess  roll  of  the  said  borough,  and 
on  the  ward  list  of  the  said  ward,  which  were  then 
and  there  in  force) ;  and  defendant  then  and  there  as 
and  in  the  name  of  the  said  J,  H.  did  give  his  vote 
for  the  said  A.  and  B.  (then  follow  allegations  nega- 
tiving the  identity  of  defendant  with  said  /.  H.  and 
the  pretended  qualifications  of  defendant  to  give  him  a 
right  to  vote)  in  contempt  of  the  provisions  of  the  said 
statute,  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and 
l^er  laws,  to  the  evil  example,  &c.,  against  the  form  of 
the   statute  in   such  case  made   and   provided,   and 
ag;ainst  the  peace,  &c." 

And  first,  with  respect  to  the  conclusion, — "  against 
tlie  form  of  the  statute," — that  may  be  disposed  of  at 
^^ce  by  observing,  that  there  is  no  such  offence  as 
**  JaUe  personation**  (so  described)  in  the  act  of  Par- 
tiQinent,  nor  are  the  words,  ^^  personation**  or  ^^  per- 
•ojiafe,"  to  be  found  in  it.  It  is  true,  that  wilfully 
Saving  a  false  answer  to  the  three  allowable  questions,  ' 
ti«»  acquired  the  popular  appellation  of  the  **  false 
l^^Tsonation"  of  a  voter  ;  but,  in  the  statute  itself,  there 
no  language,  ip  any  degree  resembling  that  which 
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184>5.      has  been  used  in  describing  the  supposed  offence  con ja 

g^j^^g      tained  in  these  two  last  counts.     The  question  there — ta^ 

Case,      fore  arises y — do  these  counts  contain  the  description  ^ 
an  offence  at  common  law  ?     No  case  to  maintain  th 
affirmative  was  cited,  nor  is  it  believed  that  any  suckf 
can  be  found.     The  precise  case  indeed,  is  not  ver}^ 
likely  to  have  occurred,  because,  until  the  recent  act"! 
no  election  of  councillors  for  a  borough  could  hava^^^j 
been    held  :     But  none,   in  principle  resembling  it^f 
was  produced.     The  analogy  is  all  the  other  way.     Iivl^ 
certain   instances,   false   personation,   as  of  soldiers^r^K 
sailors,  and  bail,  for  fraudulent  purposes  is  made  ^lmm^ 
offence.     And  this  case  does  not  resemble  one,  wher*"-»  — 
a   statute  enjoins  or  prohibits  some  particular  act^ 
without  any  penalty  being  attached  to  the  breach 
its  provision.     For  the  supposed  offence,  intended  t^ 
be  described  in  these  two  last  counts,   is  expressl; 
provided  for  by  the  said  34th  section,  upon  which  th 
four  first  counts  are  framed,  but  as  I  have  alread 
said,  defectively. 

The  consequence  therefore  is,  that  the  judgmen 
must  be  arrested. 


(SPUING  ASSIZES,  1846). 


^8^'         THE  QUEEN  v.  ROBERT  WORTLEY   and 

JOHN  ALLEN. 

Prisoners  in-  The  two  prisoners,  together  with  another  person,  not 
sacrilegiously  ^°  custody,  were  indicted  before  Chief  Justice  Tindal 

breaking  into 

a  church  and 

stealing  a  box  and  money.   Held,- — 1.  That  the  box  (under  the  circumstances)  was  not 

aflixed  to  the  **  freehold,"  but  was  constructively  in  the  possession  of  the  vicar  and 

churchwardens.    2.  lliat  the  property  was  rightly  laid  in  tne  vicar  and  others,  in  thdr 

individual  names. 
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the  Northampton  Spring  assizes,  for  feloniously  and        1846. 
rilegiously  breaking  and  entering  the  parish  church    'vVobtlby's 
Oundle^  in  the  county  of  Northampton^  and  stealing        Caae. 
certain  box,  and  a  quantity  of  silver  and  copper  coin 
the  said  church  being   found  and   being.      The 
property  in  the  said  box  and  coin  was  laid  in  the  first 
oount,  in  Charles  Thomas  Wilson  and  Another ;  in  the 
second  count,  in  Joshua  Nussey  and  Others^  and  in  the 
^hird  count,  in  Samuel  Tibbets  and  Others. 

The  Jury  acquitted  the  prisoners  of  breaking  and 
entering  into  the  church,  and  found  them  guilty  of 
stealing  only. 

Whereupon  an  objection  was  taken  by  the  prisoner's 
counsel,  "  that  the  box  was  fixed  to  the  freehold  of  the 
church,  and  formed  part  of  the  freehold,  and  that 
there  was  no  count  in  the  indictment  properly  framed 
under  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  ss.  3,'4,  and  44,  to 
^v" arrant  a  conviction  for  **  stealing  a  fixture  fixed  in  or 
to  any  building."  {See  Rex  v.  Nixon,  7  C.  &  P.  442.) 
A  nd  further,  that  the  box  being  a  fixture  to  the  church 
'V^  rmed  part  of  the  freehold  of  the  church,  and  there 
as  no  count  stating  the  property  to  be  in  the  vicar  or 
ctor,  in  whom  the  freehold  of  the  church  was  vested 
t^3r  law. 

The  box  was  a  very  ancient  box  firmly  fixed  by  two 
raws  at  the  back,  to  the  outside  of  a  pew,  in  the 
ntre  aisle  of  the  church,  and  by  a  third ^crew  at  the 
ttom  to  a  supporter  beneath,  and  over  the  box  was 
ancient  board  with  the  inscription  painted  thereon 
Remember  the  Poor."     There  were  two  locks  to  the 
^x,  but  no  evidence  was  given  to  shew  in  whose 
^stody  the  keys  of  such  locks  were  kept,  nor  was  there 
^y  evidence  that  the  money  had  ever  been  taken  out 
y  the  churchwardens  or  any  other  person  for  the 
urpose  of  being  distributed,  although  it  was  proved 
hat  both  silver  and  copper  had  from  time  to  time  been 
ropped  into  the  box. 
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1846.  It  was  further  objected  that  the  property,  as  to  the 

WoBTLKY's  ™^°^y>  w^s  improperly  laid  in  each  count  of  the  indict- 
Cmc.  ment.  In  the  first  count  in  which  the  property  is 
described  in  Charles  Thomas  Wilson  and  Another, 
Charles  Thomas  Wilson  was  one  out  of  two  church- 
wardens of  the  parish ;  in  the  second  count,  in  which 
the  property  was  laid  in  Joshua  Nussey  and  Others, 
Joshua  Nussey  was  the  vicar  of  the  parish,  and  in  the 
last  count,  in  which  the  property  was  described  to  be 
in  Samuel  Tibbets  and  Others^  Samuel  Tibbets  was 
one  out  of  many  parishioners. 

It  was  contended,  that  the  churchwardens  could 
have  no  property  as  churchwardens,  in  this  money, 
that  in  no  view  of  the  case  could  the  vicar  and  any 
others  have  the  property,  and  that  even  if  it  belonged 
to  the  parishioners,  which  it  was  agreed  could  not  be 
the  case,  such  property  should  have  been  laid  in  them 
by  the  description  of  parishioners. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  thought  there  was  suffi- 
cient difficulty  in  the  case  to  reserve  the  Judgment  and 
to  request  the  opinion  of  the  Judges ;  intending,  if  the 
conviction  should  be  supported,  that  the  prisoners 
should  be  sentenced  to  seven  years'  transportation. 

On  April  22nd,  1846,  the  case  was  argued  by  Floods 
on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  before  all  the  Judges, 
except  Coleridge  J.,  Wightman  J.,  Maule  J. 

Flood.  1.  The  first  count  is  bad.  The  property  is 
wrongly  laid  in  C.  T.  Wilson  and  Another ;  it  should 
have  been  laid  in  them  "  as  churchwardens  of  the 
parish."      M.  v.  Beacallj  1  Mood,  C.  C.  R.,  15,  (a). 

(a)  This  /case  only  decides  that  where  a  local  act  incorporated  certain 
parishioners  by  the  name  of  "  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  those 
parishes,"  and  twelve  directors  were  to  be  appointed  out  of  the  guar- 
dians, and  the  property  belonging  to  the  corporation  was  vested  in  "  the 
directors  for  the  time  being/'  an  indictment  laying  the  monies  embezzled 
in  "  the  directors  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parishes''  was  held  bad.  The 
monies  should  have  been  laid  as  that  of  "  the  guardians  of  the  poor  b) 
their  corporate  name,"  or  of  the  directors/or  the  time  being  in  their  tnib- 
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If  churchwardens    must   describe    themselves    as       1846. 
churchwardens  when  they  are  plaintiffs  in  an  action,  wortlky's 
they  must  a  fortiori  be  so  described  in  an  indictment,       ^"®- 
where  the  property  is  laid  in  them.     There  is  no 
instance  in  the  books  of  a  suit  by  two  churchwardens 
when  they  are  not  described  as  churchwardens. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.— You  can't  say  that  there  is  no 
instance  where  they  have  not  been  described  by  their 
nsimes.  It  may  be,  that  in  all  the  cases  where  actions 
appear  to  have  been  brought  by  churchwardens  they 
ha.ve  been  described  as  such :  but  it  does  not  follow 
that  many  actions  may  not  have  been  brought  by 
churchwardens  not  so  described. 

Flood.     It  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the  indict- 

cnt  that  they  are  churchwardens.     That  does  not 

|>pear  here.     If  this  mode  of  laying  the  property  is 

fficient,  it  leaves  it  open  to  the  prosecutor  to  prove 

c  property  to  belong  either  to  C  T.  Wilson  per- 

lally,  or  to  him  as  churchwarden.     It  is,  therefore, 

'^^^d  for  uncertainty  (a). 

2.  The  property  was  not  the  property  of  the  parish 
point  of  fact.     The  box  was  fixed  to  the  side  of  a 

^w  which  belonged  to  a  hospital. 
TiNDAL,  C.  J. — There  is  nothing  in  that  point, 
lie  box  was  in  the  middle  aisle  of  the  church,  and 
6  aisle  was  the  property  of  the  parish. 

3,  The  money  was  in  a  box.     The  box  was  stolen  : 
lat  was  affixed  to  the  freehold  :  the  freehold  is  in  the 

*^^tor.   Therefore,  primdjade,  the  box  must  be  taken 
belong  to  the  rector,  and  there  is  no  count  laying 
the  property  in  him. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 


mftu/  names.    Corp,  E.  v.  Newington  and  Bulkley,  1  Leach  Cr.  C.  513. 
And  as  to  actions  against  churchwardens,  see  fVUhnell  v.  GarMom,  6  T.R. 
396,  per  Lord  KenvoH. 
(c)  HadSsMM  and  Qrem  v.  Ringewood,  Cro.  Eliz.  179,  was  cited. 
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1846.  Afterwards,  the  Judges  were  unanimously  of  opinic^^K 

Wobtlby's  ^^^*  ^^^  prisoner  was  properly  convicted  on  the  secoi^.4 
C^se.  count.  They  thought  that  the  box  might  be  presume«:5, 
in  the  absence  of  any  contrary  evidence,  to  have  be^^n 
placed  in  the  church  pursuant  to  the  Canon,  84  Burr^i 
JEcc.  Law,  369,  tit.  "  Church"  and  that  the  mon^y 
therein  placed  was  constructively  in  the  possession  of 
the  vicar  and  churchwardens,  who  jointly  are  not  a 
corporation,  and  that  they  were  properly  described  «» 
individuals  in  the  indictment. 


1846. 


Prisoner  in- 
dicted for 
forging  a 
will.    The 
forged  in- 
strument had 
been  given 
by  the 
prisoner  to 
nis  attorney, 
ostensibly 
for  profes- 
sional pur- 
poses, but  in 
the  opinion 
of  the  learned 
Judge,  with 
some  very 
different 
object.    An 
objection  that 
it  was  a  pri- 
vileged com- 
munication, 
and,  there- 
fore could 
not  be  read, 
held,  invalid. 


REGINA  V.  JONES  AND  OTHERS. 

The  prisoners  were  tried  before  the  Chief  Baron 
and  found  guilty,  at  the  Shropshire  Spring  assizes, 
upon  an  indictment  which  charged  the  prisoner,  John 
JoneSy  as  an  accessory  before  the  fact  to,  and  the 
prisoners  David  Jones,  and  John  Hayward  as  prin- 
cipals in  the  forgery  of  a  certain  instrument,  purporting 
to  be  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Sarah  Jones^ 
deceased.  There  was  abundant  evidence  of  the 
uttering  of  the  will  by  the  prisoners,  but  a  question 
arose  as  to  the  reading  of  it  at  the  trial. 

The  prisoner,  John  Hayward,  having  possessed 
himself  of  some  title  deeds  from  the  house  of  the 
deceased,  placed  the  forged  instrument  in  the  midst 
of  them,  and  sent  them  to  his  attorney,  Mr.  Minshtdl, 
for  the  ostensible  purpose  of  asking  his  advice  upon 
the  title  deeds,  but  as  the  learned  Chief  Baron  clearly 
thought,  in  order  that  the  attorney  might  find  the 
will  am&ng  them,  and  act  upon  it,  which  he  did  by 
producing  it  on  various  occasions,  in  the  presence  of 
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the  prisoner  Hayward.    It  was  afterwards  produced       \M6. 
before  the  magistrates  at  the  preliminary  investigation,  ~    ~ 
and  returned  to  Mr.  Minshull.     He  was  called  upon       Case, 
the  trial  before  me,  and  was  required  to  produce  the 
lirill,  which  he  did  without  objection,  and  handed  it 
to  the  officer  of  the  Court.     Upon  his  being  about  to 
read  it,  the  prisoner's  counsel  objected  to  the  reading 
it,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  privileged  com- 
unication,  and  quoted  the  case  of  Hex  v.  Dixon^ 
urr.  1687,  and  Rex  v.  Smith,   1  Phill.  Evid.  171. 
thought  it  should  be  read. 

The  learned  Chief  Baron  requested  the  opinion  of 
e  Judges  on  the  point,  whether  the  objection  to  the 
sading  of  the  instrument,  on  the  ground  of  its  being 
privileged  communication,  was  valid. 
This  case  was  considered  by  Lord  Denman  C.  J., 
iNDAL  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B.,  Alderson  B.,  Wil- 
EAHs  J.,  Cresswell  J.,    Parke  B.,   Coltman  J., 

IGHTMAN  J.,   PaTTESON  J.,    ErLE  J.,    PlATT  B.       All 

ought  that  the  will  was  not  put  into  the  attorney's 
^snds  in  professional  confidence,  and  that  the  rule  as 
'^o  privileged  communications  between  attorney  and 
olient  did  not  apply. 


REGINA  V.  JOSEPH  TOWNSEND.  igj^ 


^Qis    was    an  indictment   for   embezzlement,   tried  ii.  assistant 
^fore  Mr.  Justice  Patteson,  at  the  Spring  assizes  ^^JprLtL 
^^T  the  northern  division  of  the  county  of  Lancaster,    ^^^on,  in- 
The  indictment  contained  thirteen  counts.  vanttothe 

^  gaardians  of 

y^  unioD,  for  embezzling  the  monies  of  the  guardians.  Held,  under  the  circumstances, 
^^^liable  under  stat  7  &  8  Geo,  4,  c.  29.  s.  47 ;  it  not  appearing  that  he  received  the 
'^^OQiee  **  for,  or  in  the  name,  or  on  the  account  of"  the  guardians,  but  of  the  overseers. 
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1846.  The  first,  second  and  third  counts,  charged  that  th. 

Townsbnd's  prisoner  was  employed  in  the  capacity  of  clerk  t 
Cwe.  ThomcLs Longworth  and  another;  that  he  received  tb 
respective  sums  in  each  of  those  counts,  mentioned  bi 
virtue  of  his  said  employment,  for  and  on  accoun 
of  the  said  Thomas  Longworth  and  another,  aa. 
embezzled. 

The  fourth,  fifth  and  sixths  counts,  charged  him  a 
clerk  to  the  guardians  of  the  Preston  Union,  in  respec 
of  the  same  sums. 

The  seventh,  eighth  and  ninth  counts  charged  hie 
as  servant  to  the  said  Thomas  Longworth  and  anothei 
in  respect  of  the  same  sums. 

The  tenth,  eleventh  and  twelfth  counts  chargec 
him  as  servant  to  the  guardians  of  the  Preston  Unioi 
in  respect  of  the  same  sums. 

The  thirteenth  count  was  for  larceny  of  the  monia 
and  notes  of  the  said  Thomas  Longworth  and  another 
and  also  the  monies  and  notes  of  the  guardians  of  th< 
Preston  Union. 

The  4  &  5  Wm.  4,  c.  76,  s.  46,  gives  power  to  th< 
Poor  Law  Commissioners  to  direct  the  guardians  o 
any  union  to  appoint  paid  officers,  and  also  power  t< 
direct  what  the  duty  of  such  oflScers  shall  be. 

The  Preston  Union  comprises  many  townships 
each  maintaining  its  own  poor,  and  having  separate 
overseers. 

Farrington  is  one  of  those  townships,  and  Thomoi 
Longworth  and  John  Taylor  were  the  overseers  o 
that  township  in  the  year  1845. 

The  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  by  two  orders,  one 
dated  7th  June,  1838,  and  the  other  28th  March, 
1839(a),  directed  the  guardians  of  the  Preston  Union 

(a)  The  following  are  Extracts  from  the  Order  and  Regulations  of  the 
7thof  Jtm^  1838. 
Duties  of  overseers  of  the  poor  and  assistant  overseers. 
Firstly.    The  overseers  of  the  poor  of  every  township  or  place  in  the 
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appoint  a  general  assistant  overseer  for  the  whole       1846. 
:«3ion,  two  other  assistant  overseers  for  the  township  townsknd's 

Preston ;  and  they  divided  the  rest  of  the  union       ^^^*w- 
to  four  districts,  and  directed  one  district  assistant 
^erseer  to  be  appointed  for  each,  at  a  salary  of  50/. 

Dion  shall  make,  assess,  and  collect  aU  rates  which  shall  be  necessary 

*T  the  relief  of  the  poor,  and  for  defraying  all  other  charges  and  expenses 

"Siich  by  law  now  are  or  hereafter  may  be  chargeable  on  the  same,  and 

all  doJy  and  properly  satisfy  all  such  charges  and  expenses ;  and  shaU 

the  end  of  each  quarter  submit  to  the  auditor  of  the  union  a  distinct 

count  and  balance  sheet,  exhibiting  the  amount  so  collected,  and  the 

)ount  so  disbursed. 

Secondly.  Thev  shall  from  time  to  time  pay  over  from  the  rates  so 

llected  all  such  sums  as  by  the  authority  of  the  board  of  guardians 

sc^ressed  to  them  in  writing,  according  to  the  form  L  hereunto  annexed, 

m  jgned  by  the  presiding  chairman  of  any  meeting,  and  two  other  guar- 

mans  present  at  the  same,  and  countersigned  by  the  clerk,  shall  be 

mrected  to  be  provided  from  the  poor  rates  of  their  respective  townships 

>w  pUces  for  toe  necessary  relief  of  the  poor  thereof,  and  for  defraying 

vach  proportion  of  the  general  expenses  of  the  union  as  shall  be  lawfully 

faargeable  on  such  townships  or  places  respectively,  and  shall  pay  over 

ch  sums  to  such  person  or  persons  at  such  times  and  places  as  by  the 

me  authority  shall  be  directed,  and  shall  take  such  persons'  receipt  for 

e  8ame,  and  shall  produce  such  authority  and  such  receipt  as  their 

Qchers  for  those  payments  before  the  auditor  of  the  union  in  passing 

eir  quarteriy  accounts. 

The  duty  of  assistant  overseer  shall  be  to  assist  the  overseers  of  each 
'^ovnship  or  place  for  which  he  shall  be  appointed  in  the  execution  of  all 
*  «  duties  hereinbefore  prescribed,  and  of  all  other  duties  which  by  any 
of  Parliament  have^  already  been  or  hereafter  may  be  assigned  to 
^erseers  of  the  poor.    Provided  always,  that  if  it  should  appear  neces- 
^ry  to  the  guardians  in  any  case  to  appoint  more  than  one  assistant 
^^^ctseer  for  any  one  township  or  place  the  guardians  shall  determine 
^oe  duties  to  be  performed  by  each  such  assistant  overseer. 

Order  for  appointment  of  District  Assistant  Overseer, 
^j^  Date  28th  AfarcA,  1839. 

^^et^ofi  Union. 

In  pursuance  of  an  act  of  Parliament  passed  in  the  fourth  and  fifth 
T^^u^  of  his  late  Majesty,  entitled  "  An  Act  for  the  amendment  and 
^tter  administration  of  the  Laws  relating  to  the  Poor  in  England  and 
'^aies,**  we  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  do  hereby  order  and  direct  the 
f'^l^^u^ians  of  the  Preston  Union  to  appoint  assistant  overseers  in  and  for 
^®  laid  union. 

And  we  do  hereby  further  order  and  declare  that  the  other  and 
^i^aining  townships  of  the  said  union  shall  be  formed  into  four  districts 
^  in  the  Schedule  hereto  annexed  is  described  and  set  forth ;  that  one 
^'^^trict  assistant  overseer  shall  be  appointed  by  the  said  guardians  for 
'^h  of  those  districts,  and  that  the  salary  of  each  such  district  assistant 
^^rseer,  and  the  amount  of  security  which  shall  be  required  from  him, 
''^^ll  be  such  as  are  respectively  set  down  in  the  said  Schedule  opposite 
^  the  districts  to  which  he  shaU  be  appointed. 

And  we  do  hereby  further  order  and  declare  that  the  salary  of  each 
"^h  district  assistant  overseer  shall  be  chargeable  upon  the  parishes. 
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1846.       They  pointed  out  in  their  orders  the  duties  of  overseei 
Towns bnd'8  ^^  making  and  collecting  rates  in   their   respectiv^^ 

Case.        townships,   paying  charges,   and    also   paying  suc^ 
sums  as  should  be  legally  called  for  by  the  guardian^^ 
of  the  union,  and  other  matters ;  they  also  provided  ^ 
that  the  duty  of  the  district  assistant  overseer  should 
be  to  assist  the  overseers  of  each  township  within  his 
district.     The  orders  also  required  the  guardians  of 
the  union  to  take  proper  securities  from  the  district 
overseers. 

The  guardians  of  the  union  appointed  the  prisoner 
district  assistant  overseer  for  a  district,  which  incladed 
the  township  of  Farrington^  on  the  16th  of  Aprils 
1839,  which  appointment  was  confirmed  by  the  Poor 
Law  Commissioners,  on  the  26th  Aprils  1839. 

On  the  12th  November^  1841,  the  prisoner,  with 
two  sureties,  executed  a  bond  (a)  to  the  guardians  of 

townships,  or  places  included  in  his  district,  and  that  each  of  time 
parishes,  townships,  or  places  shall  contribute  to  the  same  in  the  pro- 
portions set  down  opposite  to  the  same  in  the  said  Schedule. 

And  in  case  and  so  often  as  any  assistant  overseer  appointed  in  pur- 
suance of  this  order  shall  die  or  resi^,  or  be  removed,  toe  guardiant  of 
the  said  union  shall,  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be,  proceed  in  like 
manner  to  a  new  appointment. 

And  the  duties  of  the  said  assistant  overseers  for  the  township  of 
Preston^  and  of  the  district  overseers  to  be  appointed  as  aforesaid,  alull 
be  such  as  are  set  forth  in  our  order,  bearing  date  the  seventh  day  of 
June,  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-eight,  ezcepUng 
always  such  of  the  said  duties  as  shall  be  assigned  by  the  guardians  to 
the  general  assistant  overseer  appointed  for  the  said  union  as  aforesaid. 

(Signed)  J.  G.  S.  Lefsvrb, 

G.  C.  Lewis. 


(a)  Copy  Bond  for  the  due  performance  of  the  office  of  assistant 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we  Joseph  Toumsend^  dis- 
trict Assistant  Overseer,  James  Pickering,  Fishergate,  Prestomp 
Innkeeper,  and  Richard  Whittle,  Bridge  End,  Penwortkam, 
Innkeeper,  are  jointly  and  severally  held  and  firmly  bound  to 
the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Preston  Union,  in  the  coantj 
of  Juancaster,  in  the  sum  of  two  hundred  pounds,  to  be  paid 
to  the  said  guardian  or  their  certain  attorney,  successors  or 
assigns,  for  which  payment  to  be  well  and  faithfully  made  we 
bind  ourselves  jointly,  and  each  of  us  bindeth  himself  seTeraUy, 
our  and  each  of  our  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  and 
every  of  them,  firmly  by  these  presents.  Sealed  with  our 
several  and  respective  seals.    Dated  this  twelfth  day  of  No- . 
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the  uDion^  reciting  the  orders  of  the  commissioners       1846. 
and    his    appointment,   conditioned   to   perform   his  xownsend's 
duties,  to  render  true  accounts  when  required  by  the        Case. 
S'liardians  or  commissioners,  so  as  to  shew  the  exact 
balances  in  his  hand  ;    to  keep  such   books  as  the 
uardians  or  commissioners  should  direct,  and  when 

vember,  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-one, 
and  in  the  fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  Majesty  Queen 
Victoria  First. 

Whereas  under  and  hy  virtue  of  an  order  bearing  date  the  seventh  day 

r  JtMc,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-eight,  under  the  hands 

id  led  of  the  poor  law  commissioners,  it  was  ordered  and  directed  that 

e  guardians  of  the  Preston  Union,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster ^  should 

Y^point  so  many  persons  as  they  should  think  fit  to  be  an  assistant  over- 

er  or  overseers  of  the  said  umon,  and  should  determine  the  townships 

d  places  for  which  they  should  act ;  and  it  was  further  ordered,  that 

e  duty  of  the  assistant  overseers  should  be,  among  other  things,  to 

^sist  the  overseers  in  making,  assessing,  and  collecting  all  rates  which 

*"  lould  be  necessary  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  and  for  defraying  all  other 

irges  and  expenses  which  by  law  now  or  hereafter  may  be  chargeable 

the  same. 

And  whereas  by  another  order  bearing  date  the  twenty-eighth  day  of 

^arck^  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-nine,  the  ^dd  poor  law 

inmissioners  did  order  that  certain  townships  of  the  said  union  should 

!  formed  into  four  districts,  as  is  set  forth  in  the  Schedule  thereunto 

^nezed,  and  that  one  district  assistant  overseer  should  be  appointed  by 

^e  said  guardians  for  each  of  those  districts.    And  whereas  one  of  those 

litricti  is  numbered  2,  and  comprises  the  townships  of  Fenwortham^ 

i»gton,  Hutton,  Farrington,  Much  Hoole,  Little  Hoole,  and   Hotvick, 

d  by  the  said  order  it  was  ordered  that  the  duties  of  the  said  district 

Bistant  overseer  should  be  such  as  were  set  forth  in  the  said  order  of 

e  seventh  day  of  June,  1838. 

And  whereas  at  a  meeting  of  the  said  guardians  held  on  the  sixteenth 

y  of  April,  1839,   Joseph  Toumsend  was  duly  appointed  a  district 

nitant  overseer  for  the  said  district  No.  2,  and  he  was  required  by  the 

id  guardians  to  enter  into  a  bond,  with  two  proper  sureties,  for  the 

Toper  discharge  of  the  duties  of  his  office,  and  he  hath  requested  above 

_   Kmnden  James  Pickering  and  Richard  Whittle,  to  join  with  him  as 

^^ireties  in  the  above  written  bond,  subject  to  the  condition  hereunder 

"^*'  litten,  to  which  they  have  assented,  and  the  said  guardians  have 

^Mi[reed  to  accept  of  them  as  such  sureties  for  the  said  Joseph  Townsend 

Accordingly. 

Now  the  condition  of  the  within  written  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the 

^bove  bounden,  Joseph  Toumsend,  shall,  during  his  continuance  in  the 

«aid  office  of  district  assistant  overseer  for  the  district  No.  2,  well  and 

^nly  fulfil  the  duties  herein  set  forth,  and  also  shall,  when  thereunto 

'Quired  by  the  said  guardians  or  by  the  said  poor  law  commissioners,  or 

^the  8ud  guardians  or  poor  law  commissioners,  may  direct,  render  a  full, 

J^  and  true  account  of  the  monies  from  time  to  time  received,  and  paid 

by  tbeiaid  Joseph  Toumsend,  as  such  district  assistant  overseer,  so  that  the 

exact  amount  collected  by  him,  and  the  balance,  if  any,  remaining  in  his 
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1846.       required  by  the  guardians  or  commissioners,  to  ha 
TowNSEND'e  ^^^^^  P^J'  ^^  distribute  amongst  such  parties  as  m 


Case.       be  entitled  to  the  same,  all  monies  and  things,  bbii 
the  property  of  any  of  the  townships  comprised  in 
said  district,  or  of  the  guardians  in  respect  thereof,        or 
of  the  respective  overseers. 

Mr.  Robert  Lowe  was  treasurer  of  the  Presi^^txm 
Union,  and  a  banker  at  Preston.     He  stated  that  an 

account  was  kept  with  him  by  the  overseers  of  l^i^  th( 
township  of  Farrington  in  their  own  names,  to  !•"  th( 
credit  of  which  all  monies  paid  in  by  the  overseers  -^bs^  oi 
by  the  prisoner  on  account  of  that  township  w^  ^ere 
carried.  That  the  monies  were  drawn  out  by  cheqi^  aes 
of  the  overseers,  sometimes  countersigned  by  W^  the 
prisoner,  sometimes  not;  but  never  by  any  cheque^^ of 
the  guardians  of  the  union. 

A  rate  was  made  on  the  township  of  Farrington,^^^  id 
consequence  of  a  call  from  the  guardians,  which  \^^as 


hands  may  clearly  appear,  and  shall  provide  and  keep  such  books  an 
counts  as  are  or  shall  be  required  by  the  orders  and  directions  of  the 
guardians,  or  by  the  rules,  orders,  and  regulations  of  the  said  poor 
commissioners,  and  also  when  required  by  the  said  guardians  or  bv  the  ^ 
poor  law  commissioners  during  his  continuance  in  office,  or  on  his  rei  ''^ 
ing  or  being  removed  from  the  same,  or  his  executors  or  administratoi 
the  event  of  his  death,  shaU  produce  and  hand  over  to  the  said  g^ari 
or  to  such  person  or  persons  as  they  may  appoint,  or  to  the  suci 
in   office   of  the  said  Joseph  Totonsend,  such   books,    accounts, 
vouchers,  and  hand  over,  pay,  or  distribute  to  and  amongst  such 
as  may  be  entitled  to  the  same,  all  and  every  the  balances,  monies, 
ters,  and  things,  being  the  property  of  an v  of  the  several  townships 
places  comprised  in  the  said  district,  or  ot  the  said  guardians  in  res 
thereof,  or  of  the  respective  overseers  or  other  officers  of  such  towns 
or  places,  or  of  the  said  union  which  shall  be  or  shall  have  been,  at 
time  of  his  death,  in  his  custody,  possession  or  power,  in  virtue  of 
said  office  or  otherwise  howsoever,  and  also  shall  when  required  Te 
such  books  and  accounts  and  every  part  thereof  on  oath,  or  subscrit^^ 
declaration  to  the  truth  thereof  in  manner  provided  by  law,  then  an^  ' 
such  case  the  above  written  bond  or  obligation  shall  be  void. 


Joseph  Townsbnd,  (L.  S.) 


Signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  by  the 
above  bounden  Joseph  Townsend, 

James    Pickerinff,    and    Richard  S>  Jambs  Pickering,  (L.  S,) 
Whittle,  in  the  presence  of  I    Richabd  Whittle,  (L.  S.) 

Joseph  Thackeray,  Clerk,  J 
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ft-igned   by  the  overseers  and  by  the  prisoner,  and       1846. 
jears  date  27th  November^  1845.  Townsbnd'b 

It  was    proved    that    the    prisoner   had  received       ^'^^' 
xonies  from  three  different  rate  payers  in  respect  of 
;hat  rate,  and  had  embezzled  them. 

For  the  prisoner,  it  was  contended,  that  he  was  not 
slerk  or  servant  to  any  one,  but  an  assistant  overseer, 
m  independent  oflScer,  known  to  the  law  by  virtue  of 
;he  statute  69  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  s.  7,  though  not  indeed 
appointed  under  that  act,  nor  having  the  precise 
authority  conferred  by  that  act. 

The  learned  Judge  thought  that  the  name  '*  assistant 
^'verseer**  amounted  to  nothing,  and  that  he  must  be 
:«ken  to  be  a  paid  officer  appointed  under  the  4  &  5 
^m.  4,  c.  76,  s.  46,  to  whom  the  commissioners  thought 
^t  to  give  that  name,  there  being  no  clause  in  any  act 
%^hich  enables  the  commissioners  or  guardians  by  their 
^rder,  to  appoint  assistant  overseers  with  like  powers 
ts  those  appointed  under  59  Geo.  3,  c.  12. 

It  was  then  urged,  that  if  he  was  clerk  or  servant  to 
uiyone  he  must  be  so  to  the  guardians  of  the  union 
o  whom  he  had  given  bond,  and  to  whom  he  was 
inswerable  by  the  condition  of  that  bond,  and  not  to 
Jie  overseers  of  the  township  to  whom  he  did  not 
ippear  to  be  answerable,  and  who  had  no  control  over 
lim. 

The  learned  Judge  thought  that  view  of  the  case 
Hght,  and  that  he  must  be  considered  as  servant  to  the 
guardians  of  the  union. 

It  was  then  objected,  that  he  did  not  receive  the 
□Qoney  by  virtue  of  his  employment  of  servant  to  the 
guardians,  or  if  he  did,  that  he  did  not  receive  it  **  for 
^nd  on  account  of  the  guardians  of  the  union." 

That  the  guardians  of  the  union  had  nothing  to  do 
^ith  the  sums  collected  for  the  rates  of  any  particular 
township,  but  those  sums  were  received  for  and  on 

VOL.  I.  o 
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1846.      account  of  the  overseers  of  the  townships,  and  ind 
Townssnd's  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  account  of  the  prisoner  himself,  if  he  is  ^ 
Caae.       be  Considered  as  an  overseer ;  and  that  this  is  the  mor 
apparent,  from  the  account  with  the  treasurer  bei 
kept  in  the  names  of  the  overseers  only, — not  of  t 
overseers  and  the  prisoner — nor  of  the  guardians. 

The  learned  Judge  inclined  to  be  of  this  opiniox?. 
but  directed  a  verdict  of  guilty  to  be  entered  on  tb^ 
tenths  eleventh^  and  twelfth  counts,  and  reserved  the 
case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  whether   such 
verdict  could  be  supported. 

It  may  be  added,  that  a  summary  remedy  is  given 
by  4  &5  Wm.  4,  c.  78,  s.  97,  under  which  the  prisoner 
was  then  in  custody  in  respect  of  embezzlements  from 
other  townships. 

The  case  was  argued  before  all  the  Judges,  except 
Alderson  B.,  Maule  J.,  Coleridge  J. 

Edward  James  for  the  prisoner. 

The  Stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47  (a),  makes  it  a 
felony  for  a  clerk  or  servant  to  receive  his  master's 
money,  by  virtue  of  his  employment  as  servant,  and 
embezzle  it.  Two  things  are  necessary  to  make  up  the 
offence.  1 .  The  money  embezzled  must  be  the  master's. 
2.  It  must  be  received  by  virtue  of  the  receiver's 
employment  as  servant  to  the  person  whose  money  is 
eipbezzlcd.  Now  here,  admitting  the  prisoner  to  have 
been  the  servant  of  the  guardians,  he  did  not  embezzle 
the  money  of  the  guardians,  but  that  of  the  overseers  ; 
and  he  did  not  receive  it  by  virtue  of  his  employment 
as  servant  to  the  overseers,  for  he  was  not  their  servant. 


(fl)  Sect.  47.  "  If  any  clerk  or  servant,  or  any  person  employed  for  the 
purpose  or  in  the  capacity  of  clerk  or  servant,  shall,  by  virtue  of  such 
employment,  receive  or  take  into  his  possession  any  chattel,  money»  or 
valuable  security,  for  or  in  the  name  or  on  the  account  of  his  master,  and 
shall  fraudulently  embezzle  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  every  such 
offender  shall  be  deemed  to  have  feloniously  stolen  the  same  from  his 
master,"  &c.  &c. 
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N'oT  did  he  receive  it  by  virtue  of  his  employment  as       1846. 

olerkor  servant  to  the  guardians  ;  for  his  appointment  townbbnd's 

as  not  made  for  that  purpose.  ^^®' 

First.  The  money  was  the  property  of  the  guardians, 

ot  of  the  overseers. 

The  money  had  been  received  by  the  prisoner  from 

e  of  the  rate  payers,  on  behalf  of  the  overseers  of  the 

wnship.    His  duty  was  to  pay  it  over  to  the  overseers 

'  their  banker ;   when  deposited  in  the  bank,  it  still 

ntinued  to  be  the  property  of  the  overseers.     The 

oney  was  always  drawn  out  by  them,  or  by  a  cheque 

^■r^wn    by   them,    countersigned    by    the    assistant 

'^erseer.      Therefore   the    money   belonged    to   the 

'^^erseers,  and  remained  their's  till  paid  over  to  the 

miardians  or  to  some  one  on  their  behalf.     Had  it 

en  drawn  out,  for  the  purpose  of  being  paid  over  to 

e  guardians,  it  might  then  perhaps  be  considered  the 

oney  of  the  guardians.     But  this  had  not  been  done. 

nder  st^t.  4  &  5  Wm.  4,  c.  76.     It  was  held  that  the 

ardians  could  not  appoint  a  collector.     Then  stat. 

&  3  Vict.  c.  84,  was  passed,  enabling  them  to  do  so  ; 

d  the  prisoner  was  appointed  under  that  act  to  assist 

e  overseers  in  collecting  their  monies. 

The  Stat.  65  Geo.  3,  c.  137,  s.  1,  shews  that  the 

oney  was  vested  in  the  overseers  for  the  time  being ; 

Vid  to  prevent  the  difficulties  of  proof,  it  authorised 

€  laying  of  the  property  in  the  overseers  without 

tuning  them. 

Suppose  the  guardians  to  call  on  the  overseers  to  levy 

rate,  many  things  have  to  be  done  with  the  money 

^fore  it  can  be  handed  over  to  the  guardians.     (See 

list  of  charges  on  the  poor  rate,  published  by  authority 

the  Poor  Law  Commissioners,    1st  March^  1836, 

urn's  Just.  vol.  4,  p.  1022,  28th  Ed.)     It  cannot  be 

^awmed  that  the  overseers  will  levy  a  peculiar  rate 

for  a  particular  purpose  named  by  the  Board  of  Guar- 

o2 
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1846.      dians,  but  a  general  rate  for  all  purposes,  and  ma^ 
TowNSKNo's  proper  payments  out  of  it  before  the  money  is  paid  ovcu^ 
Ca«e.       to  the  guardians. 

Suppose  the  prisoner  to  have  collected  the  money,  ^ 
and  given  notice  to  the  overseers  that  he  had  done  so,  * 
but  claimed  to  hold  the  money  as  his  own,  the 
overseers  could  maintain  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received ;  the  guardians  could  not.  If  sued  by  them, 
he  could  plead  that  he  did  not  receive  the  money  to 
their  use,  but  to  that  of  the  overseers. 

Secondly.  He  did  not  receive  the  monies  by  virtue 
of  his  employment  as  servant  to  the  guardians.  It  is 
true  that  he  happened  to  be  their  servant  for  some 
purposes ;  but  it  must  be  proved  that  he  received  the 
money,  by  virtue  of  his  employment,  as  servant  for 
that  very  purpose.  Otherwise,  he  is  not  such  a  clerk 
or  servant  as  is  contemplated  by  the  statute. 

a.  V.  SparshoU,  4  Ad.  &  E.  491,  is  in  some  respects 
a  similar  case.  There,  a  turnkey  was  hired  by  the 
justices,  but  under  the  control  of  the  keeper  of  the 
bridewell ;  and  he  was  held  to  be  servant  to  neither. 
Here  the  prisoner  was  appointed  by  the  guardians  to 
assist  the  overseers.  How  can  it  be  said  that  he  was 
servant  of  the  guardians,  when  he  was  employed  in 
collecting  the  money  of  the  overseers  ? 

In  H.  V.  Squire^  R.  &  R.  349.     The  prisoner  was 
held  to  be  servant  of  the  overseers,  the  money  was 
their  property.     In  R.  v.  Ward^  2  Russell,  Greaves' 
ed.  176,  the  prisoner  acted  as  servant  to  the  overseers,   ^ 
and  the  money  embezzled  was  their's. 

Atherton  for  the  Crown. 

1.  The  prisoner  was  the  servant  of  the  guardians,^ 
they  were  his  masters.     2.  The  money  was  receiver 
by  him  as  the  servant  of  the  guardians. 

*'  Servant,"  is  a  word  of  indefinite  meaning,  not  s 
term  of  art ;  therefore,  the  meaning  of  it,  in  any  par 
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wular  case,  mast  be  ascertained  by  the  context,  and       1846. 
lie  circumstances  of  the  case  itself.    The  language  of  townsknd's 
lie  statute,  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47,  is  very  general,        Case. 
^  in  the  capacity  of  clerk  or  servant ;"  therefore,  it 
^ems  to  have  been  intended  that  the  term  should  not 
construed  very  strictly. 

Lord  Denhan. — None  of  the  counts  put  it  in  that 
ay. 

Atherton.  No ;  but  that  is  rather  a  gloss  put  on  the 
^rm  by  the  act  itself.    The  word  "  servant"  describes 
^Te^y  sort  of  servant  from  the  Chancellor  downwards, 
shall  shew  that,  by  the  statute  and  orders  of  the 
oor  Law  Commissioners,  founded  on  that  statute, 
^le  relation  between  the  prisoner  and  the  guardians 
as  that  of  servant.  In  pursuance  of  stat.  4  &  5  Wm.  4, 
.  76,  s.  46,  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  issued  an 
t3rder  to  the  board  of  guardians  to  appoint  a  district 
assistant  overseer.     The  guardians   accordingly   op- 
jxnnted  the  prisoner ;  and  not  only  was  the  appoint- 
ment vested  in  the  guardians,  but  he  was  employed  by 
them,  on  which  fact  great  stress  has  usually  been 
laid ;  and  employed  by  them  in  the  capacity  of  servant. 
The  order  of  the  commissioners  (7th  «/une,  1838),  de- 
fines the  duty  of  the  overseers,  and  of  the  assistant 
overseer.     The  prisoner  was  the  assistant  overseer  of  a 
township  :  his  duties  were  those  of  collecting  monies, 
giving  receipts,    and   accounting  to  the  guardians. 
Further,  as  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47,  men- 
tions a  master  as  well  as  a  servant,  it  here  appears, 
^hat  the  board  of  guardians  stood  in  the  relation  of 
^asters  to  the  prisoner.     1.  He  was  bound  to  obey 
4em,  (see  stat.  4  &  5  Wm.  4,  c.  76.  s.  95).  2.  His  salary 
^  to  be  paid  by  and  recoverable  from  them,  (same 
^^t.  s.  46).     3.  The  monies  collected  by  the  prisoner 
^''e  collected  for  the  guardians ;  to  whom  alone  he 
'^^  to  pay  over  and  account  on  request,  (see  same 
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1846.       Stat.  S9.  38,  54 ;  order  of  commissioners  as  to  duti« 
Townsbnd's  of  assistant  overseer;  and  his  bond  to  the  guardians) 

Case.  Parke  B The  difficulty  is  to  shew  that  this  moD€ 

is  received  on  account  of  the  guardians. 

Atherton..  I  mean  to  contend,  that  if  the  mone 
is  received  in  any  way  on  their  account,  it  is  a 
embezzlement. 

Patteson  J. — Suppose  A.  told  S.  to  go  and  receive 
money  for  C.  ? 

Atherton,  As  between  the  master  and  servant,! 
should  contend  it  was  the  master's.  Suppose  a  land- 
lord orders  his  steward  to  collect  his  rent,  and  the 
steward  tells  his  servant  to  do  it,  and  the  servan 
embezzles  it,  that  would  be  an  embezzlement  of  th< 
money  of  the  landlord.  It  is  quite  sufficient  in  thi 
case,  that  the  prisoner  was  to  pay  over  the  net  pro 
ceeds  of  the  rate,  after  deducting  the  sums  which  wen 
to  be  applied  to  other  purposes.  It  is  like  the  ease  o 
a  traveller  for  a  mercantile  house ;  he  incurs  variou; 
expenses  in  the  course  of  his  business,  and  may  repa] 
himself  the  amount  of  such  expenses  out  of  the  monie 
received  by  him  ;  he  will  have  to  pay  over  only  th< 
balance,  which  will  be  the  net  proceeds,  to  hi 
employers ;  but  he  will  be  bound  to  account  for  th 
gross  receipts.  So  here,  it  makes  no  difference 
whether  the  prisoner  had  to  pay  over  all  the  mone; 
collected  to  the  guardians;  at  all  events,  he  wa 
bound  to  account  for  it  all.  It  is  clear,  that  the  mer 
fact  of  a  servant  having  to  pay  over  a  balance,  doe 
not  prevent  the  whole  sum  being  received  for  hi 
master.  R.  v.  Hartley,  R.  &  R.  139 ;  R.  v.  Hoggim 
Id.  145. 

I  admit  that  there  are  certain  points  which  may  a 
first  sight  seem  to  be  against  the  above  view  of  th< 
case.  I  shall  shew  that  they  are  not  so.  1.  It  i 
said  the  guardians  are  not  volunteers  in  making  th 
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appointment:  that  by  the  stat.  4  &  5  Wm.  4,  c.  76,       184G. 
s.  46,  the  commissioners  are  empowered  to  direct  the  townsbnd'b 
guardians  to  make  the  appointment ;  but  that  is  ante-        Case. 
oedently  to  any  relation  existing  between  the  parties, 
and  even  in  that  point  of  view  the  guardians  are  com- 
pelled to  hire  and  employ  the  assistant  overseer  as  a 
servant.      2.    The   commissioners   have   a   power  of 
dismissal  under  sect.  48.     But  the  question  is  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  relation  while  it  exists — that  is, 
previously  to  dismissal.      3.  A  punishment  for  em- 
l>ezzlement  is  provided  by  sect.  97,  which  it  is  con- 
t;cQded  would   be  needless,  if  the   prisoner  were  a 
servant  of  the  guardians,  as  he  would   already  be 
punishable  under  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47. 
£ut  sect.  97  is  in  its  terms  a  cumulative  provision, 
And  may  be  framed  with  the  express  view  of  meeting 
cases  which  it  might  be  doubted  whether  the  general 
^ct  would  reach.     4.  It  is  said  the  prisoner  was  not 
^  servant,  because  he  was  a  paid  officer;  but  very 
little  stress  can  be  laid  on  a  phrase  of  such  vague 
import ;  it  by  no  means  follows  that  he  is  not  also  a 
Servant.     The  interpretation  clause,  sect.  109,  applies 
the  term  paid  officer  to  so  many  persons  that  it  is 
impossible  to  construe  it  so  as  to  exclude  the  notion 
^f  servant,  though  there  may  be  a  difficulty  in  drawing 
^   line  between  a  servant  and  an  officer.    The  cases 
®bew  that  though  sect.  97  is  penal,  the  Courts  have 
Adopted   the  view  of  the  relation   being  that  of  a 
^rvant.     R.  v.  Beacallj   1   Moody,  Cr.  C.   15,  is 
important,  because  the  prisoner  there  was  a  defined 
o^cer,  a  steward,  whom  the  guardians  and  directors 
^ere  required  to  appoint ;  and  though  no  point  was 
there  decided  relative  to  the  present  discussion,  it  was 
^ot  contended  that  the  prisoner  was  not  a  servant  of 
the  guardians.      R.  v.   Callaghan^  8  C.  &  P.   154, 
shews  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  all  the  ordinary 


180  GROWN  CASES  RESERVED. 

1846.  relations  of  master  and  servant  should  exist.  i2.  v. 
TowNSBND's  ^«^^>  2  Russell,  p.  176,  shews  that  the  Courts  have 
^^«-  not  adopted  a  narrow  construction  of  the  term  servant. 
If  then  he  is  servant  to  the  board  of  guardians,  it 
would  almost  necessarily  follow  that  the  money  is 
their^s.  It  appears  that  when  the  guardians  want 
money,  they  issue  what  is  termed  "  an  order  for  call;** 
on  that  issues  "  a  warrant  for  call"  directed  to  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers ;  by  which  they  are 
ordered  to  pay  to  the  treasurer  of  the  union.  The 
prisoner  receives  the  money  under  this  warrant. 

Pollock  C.  B. — Is  the  money  applicable  to  no 
other  purpose  ?  If  a  gentleman's  servant  goes  to  a 
farmer  to  collect  rent,  and  the  farmer  says,  if  you  will 
go  to  A,j  B.  and  6\,  and  get  monies  from  them  owing 
to  me,  I  will  pay  you — would  he  be  the  servant  of 
the  landlord  for  that  purpose? 

Atherton.  I  shew  that  he  has  to  account  to  the 
board  of  guardians  for  all  the  money  he  collects,  and 
to  give  a  bond. 

Pollock  C.  B. — Yes,  to  give  a  bond  for  the  balance. 
The  bond  seems  required  in  contemplation  of  his 
receiving  money  not  the  property  of  the  guardians. 
The  bond  only  requires  him  to  pay  the  money  to  the 
persons  entitled.     Part  is  due  to  the  overseers. 

Parke  B. — It  is  not  received  on  the  account  ol 
the  guardians, 

Atherton.  Unless  you  think  so,  from  the  fact  of 
their  being  empowered  to  require  him  to  receive  it, 
even  though  he  have  to  pay  it  over  to  the  overseers. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
MS.Parke  B.  Afterwards  the  Judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion, 
that  the  money  received  by  the  prisoner  was  not  on 
the  facts  of  this  case  received  by  him  by  virtue  of  his 
employment  as  servant  to  the  guardians,  for  them^  or 
on  their  account ;  but  was  the  money  of  the  overseers. 
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REGINA  V.  JOHN  STONE.  184& 


The  prisoner  was  convicted  before  the  Right  Honour-  indictment 

able  Baron  Parke,  at  the  Spring  assizes  for  the  City  n  o«o.  4  and 

of  Norwich,  for  feloniously  uttering  a  forged  under-  J  gg^g^  • 

toiking  for  the  payment  of  money,   with  intent  to  for  uttering 

defraud  John  Copeman  and  others,  contrary  to  the  undwtoking 

statute  11  Geo.  4  and  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  3.  forthe™iy- 

ment  of 

The  prisoner  (who  also  went  by  the  name  of  Robert  money. 
loenix)  applied  to  Messrs.  Copeman  and  Co. ,  whole-  ^^e  statute 
lie  grocers  at  Norwich,  for  goods  on  credit,  which  applies  as 
\y  refused  to  supply  to  him,  unless  he  procured  the  written 
ST^arantee  of  his  father,  Taylor  Phoenix,  in  a  form  Sie  paracnt 
^•^quired  by  Messrs.  Copeman  and  Co.  of  money  by 

The  prisoner  came  a  few  days  afterwards,  and  as  to  a  like 
Maying  produced  the  required  guarantee  (which  was  Slj^cnt  by 
forged),  obtained  the  desired  credit.  the  supposed 

The  instrument  was  in  the  following  terms : —  mstrument 

*'  To  Messrs.  Copeman  and  Sons, 

of  Norwich. 
"  Gentlemen  : — 
^*  In  consideration  of  your  having  agreed  to  sell  to 
Robert  Phoenix,  my  son,  of  Deepham,  in  the  county 
^f  Norfolk,  goods  in  the  way  of  trade,  I,  the  under-  ^ 
signed    Taylor  Phoenix,    of   Deepham,    do    hereby 
^tidertake  to  guarantee  to  you  the  due  payment  of 
^i^d  for  all  such  goods  as  you  may  from  time  to  time 
^11  and  deliver  to  him  or  his  order,  whether  the  same 
^  sold  on  credit  or  otherwise,  notwithstanding  I  shall 
^ot  have  notice  of  any  neglect  or  omission  which  may 
happen  on  the  part  of  the  said  Robert  Phoenix  in  the 
payment  for  such  goods,  according  to  the  credit  that 
^ay  be  agreed  on  for  the  same. 

*'  But  so  as  my  liability  under  this  guarantee  or  en- 
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1846.       gagement  shall  not  at  any  time  or  in  any  event  exc< 

Stone's  *^^  ®*^™  ^^  ^^^'f  Provided  that  this  guarantee  or  ( 
Case.  gagement  may  be  withdrawn  at  any  time  after  i 
expiration  of  one  calendar  month,  next  following 
notice  in  writing  under  my  hand,  of  my  intention 
discontinue  or  determine  the  same.  Dated  this  2( 
day  of  October^  1 845. 

'*  Witness,  Taylor  Phoem 

**  F.  RiDDLEswoRTH."  DcephomJ* 

On  its  being  read,  it  occurred  to  the  learned  Bar 
that  it  was  doubtful  whether  this  was  an  undertaki 
to  pay  money  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  in 
much  as  the  instrument  did  not  purport  that  Tay 
Phoenix  thereby  undertook  to  pay  any  money,  I 
only  that  Robei't  Phoenix  should  pay,  and  in  tl 
respect  the  case  differed  from  that  of  Regina  v.  Mi 
2  Moody's  Crown  Cases,  62. 

The  learned  Baron  sentenced  the  prisoner  to  t 
years'  imprisonment,  but  reserved  the  question  for  i 
opinion  of  her  Majesty's  Judges. 

This  case  was  considered  by  Lord  Denman  C. 
TiNDAL  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.   B.,  Alderson  B.,  "W 
LiAMs  J.,  Cresswell  J.,   Parke  B.,   Coltman 

WiGHTMAN  J.,  PaTTESON  J.,  ErLE  J.,  PlATT  B. 

MS.ParkeB.       They  were  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  an  und 
taking  by  a  supposed  party  to  the  instrument,  for 
payment  of  money  by  a  third  person,  was  within  ' 
statute,  as  well  as  an  undertaking  for  the  payment 
money  by  the  supposed  party  himself. 
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REGINA  V.  LEVI  WARMAN.  1846. 


TThis  case  was  tried    before   Alderson  B.,   at    the  An  indict- 
Spring  assizes  for  the  county  of  Hertford,  upon  the  ™®°^  ^^^ 
csoroner's  inquisition,  which  stated  that  JLevi  Warman,  inflicting 
late  of,  &c.,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  in  and  upon  Elizabeth  wound, is 
l^amian,  then  the  wife  of  him  the  said  LemWarman.  s^^PPprtedby 

-  -  ^  proof  of  a 

mn  the  peace  of  God,  and  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  blow,  which 
then  and  there  being  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his  hJternaT" 


alice  aforethought,  did  make  an  assault,  and  that  breach  of  the 
the  said  Levi  Warman,  with  a  certain  instrument,  externally 
called  a  swingle,  made  of  wood,  iron,  and  leather,  of  oniy^the^p- 
the  value  of  fourpence,  which  the  said  Levi  Warman  P«arance8  of 
then  and  there  had  and  held  in  both  his  hands  her  the  Quare, 
said  Elizabeth  Warman,  in  and  upon  the  right  side  of  TntS 
the  head  of  her  the  said  Elizabeth  Warman^  then  and  would  have 
there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his  malice  afore-  dentin  an 
thought,  did  hit  and  strike,  and  that  the  said  Lem  ">^ctment 

,_^^  .  .  on  the  statute 

^Varman  did  then  and  there  give  unto  her  the  said  for  cutting  or 

-Elizabeth  Warman^  with  the  instrument  aforesaid  in  ^tMntwit  to 

and  upon  the  right  side  of  the  head  of  her  the  said  ""rde^&c? 

^Elizabeth  Warman,  one  mortal  wound  of  the  length  of 

one  inch,  and  of  the  depth  of  half  an  inch,  of  which 

suid  mortal  wound  she  the  said  Elizabeth  Warman 

then  and  there  instantly  died,  and  so  the  jurors  afore- 

^^id,  &c.,  do  say  that  the  said  Levi  Warman,  her  the 

^aid  Elizabeth  Warman,  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid 

feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his  malice  aforethought, 

did  kill  and  murder,  &c.     At  the  trial,  the  learned 

Baron  reserved  a  point  whether  the  mode  of  death 

described  in  the  inquisition  was  suflSciently  proved  by 

the  evidence.     According   to   the    testimony  of  the 

witnesses,  the  death  had  been  effected  by  a  single  blow 

^Q  the  head  of  the  deceased,  given  by  a  piece  of  wood, 
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1846.  and  the  surgeon  described  the  injury  arising  therefrom 
Warman'b  ^^  follows : — *'  I  found,  on  examining  the  head,  no 
Case.  external  breach  of  the  skin — I  found  a  collection  of 
blood  in  the  back  part  of  the  head;  she  died  from 
extravasation  of  blood  which  pressed  on  the  brain ; 
on  examining  and  cutting  the  scalp  I  found  a  collec- 
tion of  blood  between  the  scalp  and  the  cranium,  just 
above  the  spot,  when  within  the  cranium  I  found  the 
pressure  on  the  brain ;  I  call  that  a  contused  wound 
with  effusion  of  blood,  that*  is  the  same  thing  as  a 
bruise.  The  internal  part  of  the  skin  was  broken, — 
medically,  we  call  the  breaking  of  the  skin,  whether 
broken  externally  or  internally,  a  wound." 

Megina  v.  Smith,  8  Car.  &  P.  173,  was  mentioned 
to  the  learned  Baron  as  an  authority  in  point  (a). 
He  thought  that  it  was  so,  and  further,  that  this  being 
a  case  of  homicide  it  was  sufficient  if  the  mode  of  death 
was  substantially  proved  as  laid  ;  and  that  here  the 
death  was  sufficiently  shewn  to  have  arisen  from  a 
stroke  feloniously  given  by  an  instrument  held  by  the 
prisoner,  and  that  whether  that  stroke  produced  the 
death  by  inflicting  a  wound  or  a  bruise  was  unim- 
portant. 

The  prisoner  was  convicted  of  manslaughter,  and 
transported  for  twenty  years.  The  learned  Baron 
reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges. 

This  case  was  considered  by  Lord  Den  man  C.  J., 
TiNDAL  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B.,  Alderson  B.,  Wil- 
liams  J.,  Cresswell  J.,   Parke   B.,   Coltman  J., 

WiGHTMAN  J.,  PaTTESON  J.,  ErLE  J.,  PlATT  B. 

MS.  Parke  B.       AH  thought  that  this  internal  wound  was  a  sufficient 
wound  to  support  the  allegation  in  the  indictment, 

(a)  In  that  case  a  blow  was  fi^ven  with  a  hammer  on  the  face,  which 
broke  the  lower  jaw  in  two  places ;  the  skin  was  broken  internally,  but 
not  externally,  and  there  was  not  much  blood  :  Parks  J.,  on  consulting 
with  Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.,  held  the  offence  to  come  within  stat.  7  Wm.  4 
and  1  Vict,  c.  85. 
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whether  it  would  have  been  so  or  no  in  an  indictment  1846. 

on   the  statute  for  cutting  or  wounding  with  intent  to  warman'b 

murder,  &c,  ^^^ 


REGINA  V.  EDWARD  BIRCH  AND  ANOTHER.      i846. 


At  tbe  Liverpool  assizes  on  the  27th  Marchy  1846,  A.  indicted 
JSdward  Birch  and  James  Hardy  were  tried  before  Mr.  •]nJc*jmy  acl 
Justice  Patteson,  on  an  indictment  which  charged  2?th^^  b 
them  with  robbing  together  one  Charles  Dailey^  on  the  bery,  and 
1 7th  January^   1846,  at  Manchester,   and  violently  ^tyof"a 
stealing  from  his  person  one  watch,  one  watch  guard,  «>?"»«»      ^ 
*Qa  twelve  shillings,  his  property.  Held,  such 

They  pleaded  not  guilty.  ^^^L 

The  prosecutor  did  not  appear,  and  the  proof  as  to  *^*- 1  ^*^' 
the  felony  failed  ;  but  a  witness  was  called  who  saw 
the  prosecutor  on  the  ground  on  the  night  in  question, 
^i^d  several  persons  about  him,  abusing  him  very 
*^Uch,  and  amongst  these  she  distinctly  recognised 
the  prisoner  Birch,  and  saw  him  strike  the  prosecutor 
^^veral  times  about  the  head  whilst  he  was  so  lying 
^pon  the  ground. 

JIardy  she  would  not  speak  to. 

There  were  other  witnesses  called,  with  the  view  of 
^hewing  that  Dailey  had  been  robbed  at  this  time,  but 
^otie  of  them  saw  the  transaction. 

The  jury  acquitted  Hardy ^  and  found  Birch  guilty 
^f  an  assault. 

The  learned  Judge  asked  them  whether  they  found 

^-^at  the  assault  was  with  intent  to  rob.     They  replied 

^^at  the  evidence  did  not  satisfy  them  on  that  point, 

^nd  that  they  foupd  him  guilty  of  a  common  assault 

only. 
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1846.  The  learned  Judge  sentenced  the  prisoner  to  six 

Hbirch^  months'  imprisonment,  and  reserved  the  question, 
^^e-  whether,  upon  this  indictment,  the  prisoner  could  be 
convicted  of  a  common  assault. 
MS.  Parke  B.  The  Judges  considered  this  case,  and  the  several 
authorities  referred  to  in  Mr.  Greaves'  edition  of  Rus- 
sell's Criminal  Law,  vol.  1,  p.  778,  &c.,  and  his  note, 
p.  782,  and  they  were  unanimously  of  opinion,  that 
the  prisoner  was  properly  found  guilty  of  an  assault 
on  this  indictment,  which  in  fact  contained  a  charge 
of  an  assault  expressly,  and  was  not  merely  for  robbing 
.  the  prosecutor.  The  11th  section  of  1  Vict.  c.  85, 
directs,  that  at  the  trial  of  any  person  for  any  of  the 
offences  thereinbefore  mentioned,  or  for  any  felony 
whatsoever,  when  the  crime  charged  shall  include  an 
assault  against  the  person,  the  jury  may  acquit  of 
the  felony  and  find  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  an  assault,  if 
the  evidence  should  warrant  such  finding.  The  Judges 
thought,  upon  consulting  all  the  authorities,  that  this 
enactment  was  not  to  be  confined  to  cases  where  the 
prisoner  committed  an  assault  in  the  prosecution  of  an 
attempt  to  commit  a  felony,  nor  was  it  to  be  extended 
to  all  cases  in  which  the  indictment  for  a  felony  on 
the  face  of  it  charged  an  assault.  But  they  were  of 
opinion,  that  in  order  to  convict  of  an  assault  under 
this  section,  the  assault  must  be  included  in  the  charge 
on  the  face  of  the  indictment,  and  also  be  part  of  the 
very  act  or  transaction  which  the  Crown  prosecutes  as 
a  felony  by  the  indictment. 

And  it  was  suggested,  that  it  would  be  prudent  that 
all  indictments  for  felony,  including  an  assault,  should 
state  the  assault  in  the  indictment,  as  was  done  in  this 
case  (a). 

The  indictment  ran  thus : — 

Lancashire,  to  Wit.    The  Jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen,  upon  their 
oath  present,  that  Edward  Birch,  late  of  the  borough  of  Manchester,  in 
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THE  QUEEN  v.  MARY  GOODHALL.  184«- 


The  prisoner  was  indicted  before  Mr.  Justice  Colt-  indictment 
UAV,  at  the  Spring  assizes  for  Nottingham,  upon  the  i  vict.  c.  as, 
statute  1  Vtct.  c.  85,  for  using  a  certain  instrument  Sgt'^°f„"" 
with  intent  to  procure  the  miscarriage  of  a  woman  with  intent 

1  /^  •  to  procure 

named  bnawden.  miscarriage. 

The  woman,  on  whom  the  instrument  had    been  ^J^^^' 

used,  died  shortly  after,  and  it  appeared  on  examina-  whether  or 

tion  of  the  body  after  death,  that  she  was  not  pregnant  ^^  pr^g. 

at  the  time  when  she  was  operated  upon.  time  of  the 

It  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  that  such  instrument 
a  case  is  not  within  the  statute,  and  as  doubts  appear    ^^^^ 
to  have  existed  on  the  subject,  see   1   Russell,  673, 
note  (J)  (3rd  edition),  the  learned  Judge  postponed  the 
jndgment,  and  requested  the  opinion  of  the  Judges. 

the  county  of  Lancaster,  labourer,  and  James  Hardy,  late  of  the  same  place, 
laboDFer,  on  the  Seventeenth  day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  One 
thomand  eif^ht  hundred  and  forty-six,  with  force  and  arms  at  the  borough 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  in  and  upon  one  Charles  DaUey  then  and 
there  being,  did  together  feloniously  make  an  assault,  and  him  the  said 
Ckarks  Daiey  in  IxMlily  fear  and  danger  of  his  life  then  and  there  together 
felnnioDily  did  put,  and  one  watch  of  the  value  of  three  pounds,  one 
vitch  guard  of  the  value  of  one  shilling,  twelve  pieces  of  the  current 
nhrer  coin  of  the  realm  called  shillings,  of  the  value  of  one  shilling  each, 
and  four  pieces  of  the  current  silver  coin  of  the  realm  called  sixpences, 
of  the  value  of  sixpence  each,  of  the  monies,  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
nid  Charles  Dailey,  from  the  person  and  against  the  will  of  the  said 
Ckarles  DaUey,  then  and  there  together  feloniously  and  violently  did 
iteal,  take,  and  carry  away  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen, 
her  Crown  and  dignity. 

And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present, 
that  at  the  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  holden  by  adjournment 
at  Satford,  in  and  for  the  said  county,  on  the  sixth  day  of  January,  in  the 
third  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  and  before  the  com- 
mitting of  the  said  felony,  for  which  he  is  last  above  indicted,  the  said 
Jmmes  Hardy  was  convicted  of  felony,  and  that  the  said  felony  jfor  which 
the  said  James  Hardy  is  now  last  above  indicted,  was  committed  by  him 
after  such  previous  conviction  of  him,  the  said  James  Hardy,  for  felony 
as  last  aforesaid,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
ptoTided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  Crown 
and  dignity. 
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1846.  Afterwards  this  case  was  considered  by  Lord  Den- 

Goodhall's  ^^^  C.  J.,  TiNDAL  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B.,  Parke  B., 

Case.  PaTTESON    J.,  WiLLIAMS   J.,    CoLTMAN   J.,    RoLFE    B.» 

Alderson  B.,  Erle  J.,  Platt,  B. 
MS.ParkeB.      All  were  of  opinion  that  under  this  indictment,  the 
fact  of  the  woman  not  being  pregnant,  at  the  time  of 
the  instrument  being  used,  was  immaterial. 


1846.  THE  QUEEN  v.  ELIZABETH  JONES. 


A.,  servant     At  the  Spring  assizes,  holden  at  Hereford,  a.  d.  1846^ 

for^^tZ""^  before  Pollock  C.  B. 

post-office,         Elizabeth  Jones  pleaded  ffuilty  to  an  indictment 

and  received  *  o        ./ 

aU  the  letters  Under  the  Statutes  7  Wm.  4  and  1  Vict.  c.  36,  s.  28  (a), 
B.  'she  de^  ^^^  Stealing  at  Ross,  from  an  officer  of  the  post-office, 
^^ered  them  a  post  letter,  the  property  of  her  Majesty's  Postmaster 
ceptone.       General. 

burned*  Her  ^^^  prisoner  had  been  cook  in  the  employ  of  Mrs. 
motive  for  Garbettj  of  Upton  Bishop ^  whose  service  she  was  -a 
was  the  hope  about  to  leave,  having  herself  given  notice  to  do  so,  ^ 
^ *?PP"**-  and  was  in  treaty  with  a  Mrs.  Dangerfield,  of  Chelten-^ 
quiries  res-  ham,  for  a  similar  situation ;  Mrs.  Dangerfield  hadJI 
character.       Consented  to  employ  her  if  a  satisfactory  answer  froi 


^H'  *olT     Mrs.  Garbett  should  be  returned  to  a  letter,  to 

ceny :  ana  ' 

that  sup-       written  for  the  purpose  of  making  inquiries  respecting^ 

posing  Inert 

causd  to  be  a  necessary  ingredient  therein  (which  the  Court  did  not  admit)  there  was  tmm 

sufficient  2iienim  proved. 


(a)  Sect.  28.  *'  Every  person  who  shall  steal  a  post  letter  bag,  or  a  post  letter  from 

^jst  letter  bag,  or  shall  steal  a  post  letter  from  a  post-office,  or  from  an  officer  of  tL. 

post-office,  or  from  a  mail,  or  snail  stop  a  mail  with  intent  to  rob  or  search  the  same j 


shall,  in  England  and  Ireland,  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  in  Scotland  of  a  high  crime  anc 
offisnce,  and  shall  be  transported  beyond  the  seas  for  life.*'    By  sect.  40^  the  propert^^ 
may  be  laid  in  the  Postmaster  General. 
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lier  character.     This  letter,  the  subject  of  the  present       1846. 

indictment,  was  written  by  Mrs.  Dangerjield^  directed      j^j,^g,g 

Mrs.  Garbettj  and  posted  at  Cheltenham^  and  was        Case. 

om  thence  duly  forwarded  to  the  post-office  at  Ross. 

IVfrs.  Garhett  having  found  fault  with  the  prisoner, 

allowing  the  friend  of  another  servant  to  breakfast 

ii:i  the  kitchen  without  her  leave,  discharged  her  from 

1:1  er  service,  and  told  her  that  a  character  would  not  be 

given  to  her.    The  day  after  her  dismissal  she  went  to 

t.he  post-office  at  Ross,  and  there  applied  to  the  clerk 

oo   duty  for  the  letter  from  Cheltenham,  addressed  to 

Mrs.  Garbetty  stating  that  she  was  a  servant  in  Mrs. 

Garbett's  employ,  and  that  Mrs.  Garbett  expected  a 

tetter  from  Cheltenham  that  morning  which  she  was  to 

^ke  ;  but  upon  being  informed  that  the  one  letter  by 

itself  could  not  be  given,  she  first  took  from  the  office 

^I  the  letters  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Garbetty  including 

that  written  by  Mrs.  Dangerfield,  the  subject  of  the 

present  indictment,  and  burnt  it;  but  delivered  the 

others  to  the  person  who  was  in  the  habit  of  conveying 

the  letters  from  the  Ross  post-office  to  the  inhabitants 

^f  Upton  Bishofj  and  they  reached  Mr.  and  Mrs. 

Garbett  in  safety. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  was, 
whether  the  taking  and  destroying  of  the  letter  under 
^hese  circumstances  amounted  to  larceny. 

[All  the  Judges  were  present,  except  Coleridge  J., 
*VioHTMAN  J.,  and  Maule  J.] 

Huddleston  for  the  prisoner.  The  offence  must 
^ontain  all  the  ingredients  of  a  common  law  larceny ; 
^^  must,  therefore,  appear  to  have  been  committed 
^^cri  causd.  The  evidence  shews  that  it  was  not  so, 
therefore  the  charge  is  not  made  out. 

The  word  *•  steal,"  in  sect.  28  of  the  statute  shews, 
^hat  the  offence  there  specified  must  contain  all  the 
ingredients  of  a  larceny  at  common  law.     In  the  first 

VOL.  I.  p 
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1846.       report  of  the  Criminal  Law  Commissioners,  p.  17,  i 

Jones's     ^®  ^^^^  indeed,  that  "the  ulterior  motive  by  which  th< 

Case.       taker  is   influenced  in  despoiling  the  owner  of  hi 

property  altogether,  whether  it  be  to  benefit  himself  o 

another,  or  to  injure  any  one  by  the  taking,  is  iroma 

teriaL"     But  this  is  stated  too  broadly.     For  all  tfa 

old  writers  agree  in  holding  lucfi  causd  to  be  ai 

essential  ingredient  in  larceny.    Blackstone  s  Cnmm.  A 

p.  231,  **  felonious,'^  that  is,  done  animo  furandi,  or  a 

the  civil  law  expresses  it  lucri  causd.     Eyre  C.  B 

Pears  case^  East  PI.  Cr.  c.   16,  s.  2,  defines  larcen; 

to  be  "the  wrongful  taking  of  goods  with  intent  t 

spoil  the  owner  of  them  lucri  causd.*'     Grose  J.,  ii 

delivering  the  opinion  of  the  twelve  Judges  in  Ham 

mond's  casCy  Greaves's  Russell,  vol.  2,  p.  2,  says,  th 

true  meaning  of  larceny  is,  **  the  felonious  taking  th< 

property  of  another  without  his  consent  and  agains 

his  will,  with  intent  to  convert  it  to  the  use  of  th< 

taker."     East  PI.  Cr.  ^,  p.  553,  ''  The  wrongful  oi 

fraudulent  taking  and  carrying  away  by  any  person  o: 

the  mere  personal  goods  of  another  from  any  place 

with  a  felonious  intent  to  convert  them  to  his  (th< 

taker's)  own  use,  and  make  them  his  property,  withou 

the   consent    of    the   owner."     The    true     meaning 

of  lucrum   is  a  gain  capable  of  pecuniary   measure 

ment.  This  was  not  the  case  here.  The  cases  which  seen 

inconsistent  with  the  above  position  are  not  so  in  reality 

•    For  in  R.  v.  Cabbage^  R.  &  R.  292,  although  the  majoritj 

of  the  Judges  held  lucri  causd  not  an  essential  ingredien 

in  larceny,  there  was  in  fact  a  very  great  advantage 

proposed  to  be  gained  by  the  taking  away  of  the  horse 

and  one  which  admitted  of  pecuniary  measurement. 

Pollock  C.  B. — Suppose  the  prisoner  had  seen  th( 
letter  lying  on  the  table  in  the  post-oftice,  and  hac 
thrown  it  into  the  fire, — would  that  be  larceny  ? 

ffuddleston.  No  ;  there  would  be  no  lucrum.  Ir 
a.    v.  Morfitt,  R.  &  R.  307,  some  of   the   Judge 
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thought    that  there  was  evidence  of  a  lucri  causd^       1846. 
Conf.  in  lie  Jacklin^  1  New  Sess.  Cases,  280.  Jones's 

There  are  several  authorities  in  favourof  my  position.        Case. 
In  R.  V.  BlytoHj  Dick.  Quart.  Sess.  4th  Ed.  p.  202, 
B.  (/),  where  the  prisoner  indicted  for  larceny  threw 
several  articles  of  furniture  into  a  river,  in  which  they 
^ere  destroyed,  and  the  jury  found  that  this  was  done 
in  revenge  for  a  supposed  affront,  and  with  no  intention 
of  converting  the  goods  to  his  own   use,  the  Judge 
directed  an  acquittal. 
In  R.  V.  Richards^   1  C.  &  K.  532,   Tindal  C.  J. 
left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  taking  was  "to 
^^onvert  it  to  a  purpose  for  his  own  profit.**     R.  v. 
^3odfrei/j  8  C.  &  P.  563,  is  conclusive  in  favour  of  the 
risoner,  if  that  case   be   good    law.      There   Lord 
BiNGER  C.  B.,  held,  that  "if   a  person  from  idle 
uriosity,  either  personal  or  political,  opens  a  letter 
ddressed  to  another  person,  and  keeps  the  letter,  that 
s  no  larceny,  even  though  a  part  of  his  object  may  be 
prevent  the  letter  from  reaching  its  destination. 
Further,  it  may  be  contended  with  some  reason,  that 
^le  taking  here  was  a  taking  of  her  own  letter  ;  the 
postmaster  must  be  considered  merely  the  locum  tenens 
^f  the  real  owner. 

Again,  it  is  doubtful  whether  this  be  not  a  case  of 
ftlse  pretences ;  the  property  in  the  letter  was  parted 
'^th  by  the  postmaster. 

Bros  for  the  Crown.  It  is  admitted  that  the  stealing 

^U8t  be  a  common   law  stealing.     The  question  of 

property  is  settled  by  sect.  40  of  the  statute,  which 

makes  the  letter  the  property  of  the  Postmaster  General 

till  delivered  to  its  intended  owner.     Then,  as  to  the 

felse  pretences,  the  prisoner  took  it  animo  furandi,  and 

80  committed  a  larceny.     If  lucri  causa  be  necessary, 

there   is   clear  evidence   here  of  a  lucn  causd^  any 

interest  is  enough  to  satisfy  those  words.     There  is  no 

p2 
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1846.       authority  for  saying  that  lucrum  must  be  a  gain  capable 
jQj^gg,g     of  pecuniary  measurement.     Neither  in  MorfitVs  nor 
Case.       in  Cabbage  8  case  could  the  advantage  be  measured  by 
money. 

R.  V.  Michardsy  1  C.  &  K.  532,  was  a  peculiar  case. 
There,  if  the  jury  had  negatived  the  prisoner's  intention 
to  gain  anything  himself,  they  should  have  negatived 
the  whole. charge,  for  the  owners  of  the  property  were 
deprived  of  nothing.  M.  v.  Godfrey^  8  C.  &  P.  663, 
seems  not  to  be  law. 

But  the  words  lucri  causd  do  not  form  part  of  the 
Common  Law  definition  of  felony  ;  they  come  from 
the  Civil  Law.  Bracton  says,  *'  furtum  est  secundum 
leges,  contractatio  rei  alienee  fraudulenta,  cum  animo 
furandi,  invito  illo  domino,  cujus  res  ilia  fuerat." 
CokCj  3  Inst.  106,  defines  larceny  to  be  **  the  felonious 
and  fraudulent  taking  and  carrying  away,  by  any 
man  or  woman,  of  the  mere  personal  goods  of  another, 
neither  from  the  person,  nor  by  night,  in  the  house  of 
the  owner." 

Pollock  C.  B, — For  Mr.  HuddlestorCs  argument, 
the  ease  would  be  the  same  if  the  prisoner  had  picked 
the  postman's  pocket  of.  the  letter.  I  see  no  difference. 
Will  it  be  contended  that  picking  a  man's  pocket,  not 
to  make  yourself  rich,  but  to  make  him  poor,  would 
not  be  a  larceny  ? 

Parke  B. — Supposing  you  pick  A.^s  pocket  to  give 
the  money  to  a  beggar  in  the  next  street  ? 
HuddUston  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
MS.  Parke  B.  Afterwards  all  the  Judges  present,  except  Platt  B., 
were  of  opinion  that  this  was  larceny  ;  for,  supposing 
that  it  was  a  necessary  ingredient  in  that  crime,  that  it 
should  be  done  lucri  causd  (which  was  not  admitted), 
there  were  sufiicient  advantages  to  be  obtained  by  the 
prisoner  in  making  away  with  the  written  character* 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  193 

Platt  B.,  doubted  whether  the  prisoner  was  guilty  of      1846. 
the  offence  of  larceny  (a)  jonkb'b 

Case, 
(a)  See  Queen  v.  Privett  and  GoodkaU,  next  case. 


THE  QUEEN  v.   WILLIAM  PRIVETT  AND         1846. 
'  CHARLES  GOODHALL.  


The  prisoners  were  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Erle,  Prisoners 
at  the  Spring  assizes  for  the  county  of  Hants.  stealSig  rt^eir 

It  was  proved  that  the  prisoners  took   from   the  p"^®j!t!*\^®* 
floor  of  a  barn,  in  the  presence  of  the  thrasher,  five  they  took 
sacks  of  unwinnowed  oats,  and  secreted  them  in  a  loft  fun™ togive" 
there,  for  the  purpose  of  ffivine:  them  to  their  master's  to  their  maa- 

I  i_         1     .  9    ^^^^  horses, 

iiorses,  they  being  employed  as  carter  and  carters  without  any 
boy,  but  not  being  answerable  at  all  for  the  condition  ^  them^^" 
or  appearance  of  the  horses.  ®®^«*-  ^^^^' 

mi  .        .  a  larceny. 

The  jury  found  that  they  took  the  oats  with  intent 
to  give  them  to  their  master's  horses,  and  without  any 
intent  of  applying  them  for  their  private  benefit. 

The  learned  Judge  reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Judges  on  the  point,  whether  the  prisoners 
^ere  guilty  of  larceny.  R.  v.  Morfitt  and  Another, 
Russ.  &  Ry.  307 ;  R.  v.  Cabbage,  Russ.  &  Ry.  292  (a). 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Tindal  C.  J.,  Parke  B., 
Patteson  J.,  Williams  J.,  Coltman  J.,  Rolfe  B., 
WiGHTMAN  J.,  Cress  well  J.,  Erle  J.,  and  Platt  B., 
Qiet  to  consider  this  case. 

The  greater  part  of  the  Judges  present  (exclusive  of  MS.  Parke  B. 
Erle  J.,  and  Platt  B.,)  appeared  to  think  that  this 
was  larceny,   because   the    prisoners   took   the    oats 
knowingly  against  the  will  of  the  owner,  and  without 

Cn)  See  Qtt^en  v.  Elizabeth  Jones,  last  case. 
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1846. 


Pbivett's 
Case. 


colour  of  title  or  of  authority,  with  intent,  not  to  take 
temporary  possession  merely,  and  then  abandon  it 
(which  would  not  be  larceny),  but  to  take  the  entire 
dominion  over  them,  and  that  it  made  no  difference, 
that  the  taking  was  not  lucri  causd^  or  that  the  object  of 
the  prisoners  was  to  apply  the  things  stolen  in  a  way 
which  was  against  the  wish  of  the  owner,  but  might 
be  beneficial  to  him.  But  all  agreed  that  they  were 
bound  by  the  previous  decisions,  to  hold  this  to  be 
larceny,  though  several  of  them  expressed  a  d  oubt  if 
they  should  hare  so  decided,  if  the  matter  were  res 
Integra. 

Erle  J.,  and  Platt  B.,  were  of  a  different  opinion  ; 
they  thought  that  the  former  decision  proceeded  in 
the  opinion  of  some  of  the  Judges  on  the  supposition 
that  the  prisoners  would  gain  by  the  taking,  which 
was  negatived  in  this  case ;  and  they  were  of  opinion 
that  the  takiug  was  not  felonious,  because  to  consti- 
tute larceny,  it  was  essential  that  the  prisoner  should 
intend  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the  property  in  the 
goods,  which  he  could  not  if  he  meant  to  apply  it  to 
his  use. 


1846. 


Any  letter 
posted  in  the 
ordinary 
way,  what- 
ever be  its 
address  or 
object,  is  a 
post  letter, 
within  Stat. 
1  Vict,  c.  36,   , 
ss.  26,  47, 
and  the  steal- 
ing such  letter 


{CENTRAL   CRIMINAL    COURT,    1846.) 
REGINA  V.  JOHN  CHARLES  YOUNG. 

The  prisoner  was  tried  before  Mr.  Baron  Rolfe,  at 
the  Jwne  sessions  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  1846, 
for  stealing  a  post  letter  containing  money,  he  being 
at  the  time  an  officer  employed  by  the  Post-office. 
See  1  Vict.  c.  36,  s.  26. 

It  appeared   at  the   trial,   that   the   prisoner   was 
employed  under  the  Post-office  at  a  receiving  house  in 

punishable  accordingly. 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  195 

-AldgatCj  and  it  was  his  duty  at  stated  hours  to  make       1846. 
Tup  the  letters,  there  received,  into  a  parcel, and  transmit     young's 
them  to  the  General  Post-oflSce.  Case. 

Walter  Robertson  Sculthorpe^  the  president  of  the 
London  District  Office,  suspecting  the  honesty  of  the 
prisoner,  on  the  19th  May  last  made  up  and  sealed  a 
letter,  and  directed  it  to  Mary  Donaldson^  Sackville 
Streety  JDublin^  and  enclosed  in  it  a  half-sovereign. 
PLis  letter,  with  two  stamps  on  it,  was  dropped  into 
the  box  of  the  receiving  house  in  Aldgate^  where  the 
prisoner  was  employed.  It  was  a  fictitious  address, 
i^ud  the  letter  was  posted  only  in  order  to  test  the 
bonesty  of  the  prisoner. 

The  prisoner,  instead  of  transmitting  this  letter  in 
ttxQ  next  parcel  of  letters  to  the  General  Post-office, 
alwtracted  it  from  the  receiving  box,  opened  it,  took 
out  the  half-sovereign,  and  kept  both  the  letter  and 
money,  meaning  to  appropriate  them  to  his  own 
piirposes. 

The  case  was  clearly  proved,  and  the  jury  found 
the  prisoner  guilty. 

It  was  stated  at  the  Bar,  that  such  a  case  had  been 
recentlv  decided  on  the  circuit  not  to  be  within  the 
statute,  the  letter  not  being  a  real  letter. 

The  learned  Baron  therefore  reserved  the  judgment, 
^Bd  requested  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  whether  the 
Conviction  was  good. 
See  Reg.  v.  Rathbone^  Car.  &  Marshman,  220  {a). 
v.  Gardener^  Car.  &  Kirwan,  628,  and 
V.  Newej/j  Car.  &  Kirwan,  630. 


.Ca)  The  case  of  R.  v.  Rathbone  was  this : — "  Suspicion  being  enter- 
^Ued  against  a  letter  carrier  in  the  employ  of  the  General  Post-office, 
^^  assistant  inspector  wrote  a  letter,  and  having  inclosed  in  it  a  marked 
'^^ereign,  sealed  the  letter,  and  took  an  opportunity,  while  the  carrier's 
^^^Ic  was  turned,  to  place  it  among  a  number  of  letters  which  he  was 
'^^^ed  in  sorting.  The  marked  soverei^^n  was  afterwards  found  in  the 
^^^r  carrier's  pocket ;  the  sovereign  was  one  of  those  which  are  occa- 
J^^Hally  found  on  the  floor  of  the  Post-oflice,  having  dropped  out  of 
^^tters,  and  which  are  carried  to  a  fund,  which  is  under  the  direction  of 
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1846.  It  should  be  added,  that  there  was  a  count  in  tl 

Young's  ^^dictment  charging  the  prisoner  with  a  simple .larcen 
Case.  in  stealing  a  half-sovereign,  the  property  of  Wait 
Robertson  Sculthorpe. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  1846,  all  the  Judges,  exce 
Patteson  J.,  Erle  J.,  Cresswell  J.,  and  Platt  ] 
(who  were  absent),  met  to  consider  this  case :  and  < 
Lord  Denman  announcing  that  this  case  had  alreac 
been  determined  by  a  previous  decision,  Ballantyn 
for  the  prisoner,  suggested  that  this  was  not  a  po 
letter,  as  it  was  not  intended  for  transmission,  an 
that  the  object  with  which  a  letter  is  put  into  the  po 
must  be  a  material  ingredient  in  the  question. 

Pabke  B. — I  cannot  understand  why  it  is  not  a  po 
letter ;  it  has  all  the  ingredients  of  the  definition  i 
the  statute ;  and  whether  it  can  be  delivered  or  i 
seems  beside  the  question  (a). 

Ballantyne.  This  letter  was  not  put  in  for  a  legit 
mate  purpose. 

Lord  Denman. — Why  not  ?  (On  Ballantyne  citin 
R.  V.  Gardener^  1  C.  &  K.  632,  Pollock  C.  B.  int 
mated  that  he  had  seen  reason  to  think  his  dictum  i 
that  case  incorrect). 

The  Judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  tli 
conviction  was  right. 

the  Postmaster  General.  The  letter  carrier  being  indicted  for  stealing 
post  letter  containing  a  sovereign,  and  also  for  stealing  a  sovereign,  t] 
property  of  the  Postmaster  General,  it  was  heldf  that  he  could  not  1 
convicted,  under  the  circumstances,  of  the  more  serious  offence  of  stealu 
a  post  letter  containing  money,  the  statute  only  applying  to  letters  p 
into  the  post  in  the  ordinary  way ;  but  that  he  might  be  convicted  of  tl 
simple  larceny  of  the  sovereign." 

(c)  The  Stat.  1  Vict,  c.  36,  s.  47,  says,  "  the  term  post  letter,  shall  m« 
any  letter  or  packet  transmitted  by  the  post,  under  the  authority  of  tl 
Postmaster  General :  and  a  letter  shall  be  deemed  a  post  letter  from  tl 
time  of  its  being  delivered  to  a  post-office,  to  the  time  of  its  beu 
delivered  to  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed." 
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{SUMMER  ASSIZES,   1846.) 

THE  QUEEN  v.  RICHARD  FARLEY  AND  1846. 

ANN  JONES.  

*  *aE  prisoners,  Richard  Farley  and  Ann  Jones,  were  a.  takes  a 
tHed  before   Mr.  Serjeant   Gaselee,  at  the  Summer  51**^^0? 
*^«ize8  for  the  city  of  Worcester,  upon  an  indictment  and  aska  bim 
cliarging  them  with  forging  a  certain  will,  (setting  out  money  on  a 
tH«  will),  with  intent  to  defraud  William  Welch,  and  TJf^^^ 

•  y  ^  tne  property 

'c>T  Uttering  the  same  knowing  it  to  be  forged.  mentioned  in 

It  was  proposed  to  shew,  that  the  wife  of  the  prisoner,  ^lade  no 
Hichard  Farley y  by  the  prisoner's  direction,  took  a  will,  l^l^-^lf^^ 
purporting  to  be  the  will^of  William  Welch  (not  the  view,  and  did 
^^ill  in  question,  but  another  which  was  also  forged)  ^e  money* 
to    Mr.   Cadle,  a  solicitor,   and   asked   if  he   could  ^?W,nota 

-1  ,         ,       ,        ,  p  privileged 

advance  her  husband  some  money  upon  mortgage  of  communica- 
property,  under  the  will  of  her  father,  William  Welch ;  **°°' 
that  she  left  the  will  with  Mr.  Cadle,  who  afterwards 
turned  it  to  her  husband,  Richard  Farley ^  and  com- 
unicated  to  him  what  had  passed  with  his  wife ;  that 
IVlr.  Cadle,  while  the  will  in  question  was  in  his  pos- 
session, examined  it,  and  found  the  water  mark  of  the 
P^per  upon  which  it  was  written  to  be  1841,  (the  will 
pijrporting  to  have  been  made  in  1830),  and  made 
^li  exact  copy :  and  the  prisoner  Farley  having  had 
Notice  to  produce  the  said  will,  and  not  producing  it, 
tfee  copy  was  tendered  in  evidence.  It  was  objected 
'^y  the  prisoner's  counsel,  that  the  interview  with  the 
P^'isoner's  wife  was  confidential,  and  that  the  conver- 
sation which  then  took  place,  and  the  copy  of  the  will, 
^^re  not  admissible  in  evidence. 

The  evidence  upon  the  point  was  as  follows  : — 
Thomas  Cadle.     I    am    a  solicitor  at  Newin^  and 
^'^i*k  to  the  magistrates  for  twenty  years.     I  know  the 
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1846.  prisoner  Richard  Farley, — remember  his  wife  coming 
Farlky's  ^^  ^^>  ^^^  produced  a  paper ; — what  she  said  was  after- 
Case,  wards  communicated  to  Richard  Farley.  I  was  not 
then  acting  as  his  attorney ;  did  not  charge  for  the 
interview  ;  if  I  had  been  acting  as  his  solicitor  I 
should  have  made  a  charge  ; — she  asked  if  I  could 
advance  her  husband  some  money  upon  mortgage  oi 
property  under  the  will  of  her  father ;  she  produced 
what  she  said  was  the  will  of  William  Welchy  and  left 
it.  I  had  an  examined  copy  made,  and  gave  it  back 
to  Richard  Farley  ;  if  I  had  found  the  security  suffi- 
cient I  should  have  advanced  the  money ;  I  was  in  no 
other  way  acting  as  his  solicitor. 

Greenhough  v.  Gaskell,  1  M.  &  K.  98. 
Turquand  v.  Knight,  «  M.  &  W.  98. 
R.  V.  Avery,  8  C.  &  P.  596,  were  cited. 
And  upon  the  authority  of  the  last  case  the  learned 
Serjeant,  after  consulting  with  Mr.  Justice  Maulb, 
admitted  the  evidence. 

The  prisoners  were  convicted,  but  at  the  request  of 
the  prisoners'  counsel  the  learned  Serjeant  reserved  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Judges,  whether  the  above 
evidence  was  rightly  admitted. 

This  case  was  argued,  Nov.  14th,  1846,  before  all  the 
Judges,  except  Patteson  J.,  Erle  J.,  Cresswell  J., 
and  Platt  B.,  who  were  absent. 
•  Newton  for  the  prisoner. 

A  country  attorney  usually  acts  both  as  a  law  agent 
and  a  money  scrivener;  communications  made  to  him 
in  either  capacity  are  privileged.  It  is  immaterial 
whether  the  attorney  accepts  the  business  brought  tc 
him  or  not;  he  becomes  the  attorney  of  the  party  bj 
the  fact  of  the  party  applying  to  him.  (He  cited  -ST.  v. 
Smith,  Phillipps'  Evid.  182,  ed.  8,  but  admitted  that 
Patteson  J;,  had  denied  that  case  to  be  law  in  K.  v 
Avery,  8  C.  &  P.  599.) 
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Ai'OERSON   B. — Was  this  a  privileged  communica-       1846. 
tion  to  the  attorney  of  Farley  ?  Parley's 

Pollock  C.  B. — Do  you  mean  that  a  man  may       Case, 
always  apply. to  an  attorney  to  discount  a  forged  bill 
with  impunity  ? 

Newton.     The  law  seems  to  have  been  carried  to 
that  extent. 

Huddleston  for  the  Crown  was  not  heard. 

Afterwards  all  the  Judges  present  held  the  convic-  MS.  Parke  B. 
tion  to  be  right,  being  of  opinion  that  the  communica- 
tion was  not  privileged. 

Kote,^ln  Rex  y.  Avery,  8  C.  &  P.  596,  B.  employed  A,  as  his  solicitor  to 
pntoat  money  on  mortgage.  C.  applied  to  il.  to  procure  him  the  advance  of 
money  on  mortgage,  and  to  act  as  his  solicitor  for  that  purpose.  C.  stated 
to  A.  that  he  was  owner  of  certain  freehold  lands,  and  placed  in  the  hands 
ciA.z  forged  will  as  proof  of  his  title  thereto.  J3.  advanced  the  money, 
A.  acting  as  his  solicitor,  by  preparing  the  mortgage  deeds,  &c.  Held,  by 
Pattsson  J.,  that  on  the  tnal  of  C  for  uttering  the  forged  will,  A.  was 
bound  to  produce  the  will,  and  also  to  give  evidence  of  what  C,  had  said  to 
bim  as  to  the  advance  of  the  money. 


REGINA  V.  JOSEPH  PIERCY  YEOMANS  i84r>. 

WELCH.  


This    prisoner    was    convicted    before    Mr.   Justice  Prisoner  in- 
CoLERiDGE,  at  the  last  Warwick  assizes,  of  embezzle-  vant  to  guar- 
mem.     The  indictment  framed  on  the  statute  7  &  8  ^^'!?\*'?- 

^  Held,  I,  Ihat 

Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47,  in  the  first  three  counts  described  the  admission 
the  prisoner  as  servant  to  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  twne™in°the 
the  parish  of  Birmingham^  and   charged    embezzle-  f?°^*^°J?^ 

the  perform- 
ance of  his  duties  as  treasurer,  coupled  with  an  act  of  Parliament  specifying  those  duties, 
was  sufficient  evidence  of  the  nature  of  his  appointment,  viz.  that  he  was  to  receive 
money  for  the  guardians,  and  account  to  them  for  his  receipts.  2.  That  the  not  accoimt- 
ing  for  a  portion  of  such  receipts  was  an  embezzlement,  although  no  precise  time  could 
be  fixed  at  which  it  was  the  prisoner's  duty  to  pay  over  the  money  alleged  to  be 
einbezaied 
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181&       raents  of  three  sums,  one  in  each  count,  in  itfoj 
Welch's    ^^^  October^  8  Vict.y  and  July^  9  Vict     The  fourtl 

Case.        charged  a  larceny,  as  by  a  servant,  of  the  monies  o 
the  guardians,  his  masters. 

Two  questions  arose  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  oi 
which  the  learned  Judge  desired  the  opinion  of  th< 
Judges.  The  first,  upon  the  evidence  of  the  prisoner'^ 
appointment  as  treasurer  to  the  guardians.  On  the 
part  of  the  prosecution  was  put  in  a  bond  dated  the 
30th  October^  1844,  executed  by  the  prisoner,  and 
conditioned  for  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  his 
office  as  treasurer;  the  condition  referred  to  a 
meeting  of  the  guardians,  on  November  6th,  1832, 
when  he  was  first  appointed.  In  order  to  shew  what 
those  duties  were,  the  book  of  the  proceedings  of  the 
guardians  was  produced,  and  it  was  proposed  to  read 
the  entry  of  his  appointmept ;  it  was  objected  that 
this  could  not  be  received  without  being  stamped, 
and  being  of  that  opinion,  on  looking  at  the  entry,  the 
learned  Judge  rejected  it.  It  was  then  objected  that 
without  this  there  was  no  evidence  of  appointment  as 
treasurer ;  but  it  appeared  to  the  learned  Judge,  that 
the  case  might  proceed  on  the  prisoner's  admission, 
contained  in  the  condition,  that  he  was  in  fact  ap- 
pointed to  be  treasurer ;  and  that  the  duties  of  the 
office  might  be  collected  sufficiently  for  the  purposes 
of  this  indictment,  (viz. :  that  he  was  to  receive 
money  on  behalf  of  the  guardians,  and  account  to 
them  for  his  receipts),  from  the  clauses  of  the  statute 
relating  to  the  office.  The  statute  passed  for  the 
better  regulating  the  Poor  within  the  Parish  of  Bir- 
mingham  is  the  1  and  2  Wm.  4,  c.  67 ;  by  sect.  38, 
the  guardians  are  authorized  to  appoint  one  or  more 
treasurers ;  by  sect.  40,  they  are  required  to  take 
sufficient  security  from  the  treasurer  for  the  due  and 
faithful  execution  of  his  office  by  his  bond,  and  that 


^ 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  201 

of  two  or  more  persons  as  his  sureties;  by  sect.  41,       1846. 

.    every  treasurer,  oflSicer,  and  other  person  4|>pointe(i     yi^i^cn'B 

'inder  the  act,  and  every  other  person  to  whom  the       Case. 

collection '  and  receipt  of  the  rates  and  other  monies 

thereby  authorized  to  be  received,  shall,  under  the 

provision  of  the  act  belong,  shall  from  time  to  time, 

whenever  thereunto  required  by  the  guardians,  make 

out  and  deliver  to  them  or  their  clerk,  a  true  and 

perfect  account  in   writing,  under  his  hand,    of  all 

monies  which  shall  have  been  by  him  had,  collected, 

or  received  for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  and  how,  and 

to  whom^  and  for  what  purposes  the  same  hath  been 

disposed  of,  together  with  the  vouchers  and  receipts, 

^nd  every  such  treasurer^  ^c,  shall^  and  is  thereby 

T^quvred  to  pay  to  the  guardians  all  such  monies  as  upon 

the  balance  of  such  account  shall  appear  to  be  due  and 

<^wingfrom  hvm,  on  account  of  the  monies  authorized 

to  be  raised  by  the  act  of  the  said  guardians.     In 

^^ase  of  refusal  or  neglect  to  deliver  such  account  or 

the  vouchers,  or  to  pay  the  balance  when  required, 

two  justices,  on  complaint  of  the  guardians,  may  hear 

^od  determine  the  matter  in  a  summary  way,  and 

Settle  the  account,  if  produced,  in  a  summary  way,  as 

the  guardians    might   have   done ;    and   if  it  shall 

appear  to  them  that  any  of  the  monies  which  shall 

*^^ve  been  collected  or  received,  shall  be  in  the  hands 

^f,  or  owing  from  such  treasurer,  on  nonpayment,  it 

^^ay  be  levied  by  distress  and    sale  of  his  goods  and 

chattels,  and  if  sufficient  cannot  be  found,  or  if  he 

^Hall  not  appear  (without  sufficient  excuse),  he  may  be 

Committed  to  the  house  of  correction  until  he  shall 

h^ive  paid. 

The  case  proceeded  accordingly.  It  was  shewn  that 

^he  prisoner,  as  treasurer,  had  been  in  the  habit  of 

^^Itlittg  accounts  with  the  parish  officers  or  clerks  to 

^he  boards  of  guardians  of  other  parishes  or  unions,  he 
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1846.  charging  them  with  monies  expended  on  their  accooi 
^j^j^ch's  ^^^  ^^^  relief  of  their  paupers  resident  in  Birtninghafi 
Case.  and  being  charged  by  them  with  monies  expended  b 
them  for  Birmingham  paupers  resident  in  their  parishi 
or  unions  respectively  ;  on  these  occasions  he  receive 
or  paid  the  balance  as  the  case  might  be.  It  was  the 
proved  that  on  the  three  occasions  laid  in  the  indie 
ment,  the  prisoner  had  received  three  sums  of  mone 
as  balances,  and  had  made  no  entry  of  them  in  h 
books,  nor  rendered  any  account  of  them.  His  accoun 
had  been  regularly  audited,  and  on  his  ceasing  to  I 
treasurer  and  becoming  clerk  he  had  been  called  c 
for  a  final  account,  which  he  rendered,  as  well  as 
supplemental  one,  but  without  disclosing  these  receipt 

It  appeared  that  from  60,000/.  to  100,000/.  a  yes 
would  pass  through  his  hands,  he  was  allowed  two  ( 
three  clerks  in  his  office,  and  it  was  necessary  for  him  i 
keep  various  accounts  in  various  books,  having  t 
settle  balances  with  a  great  many  parishes  and  union 
in  all  parts  of  Mngland ;  the  transactions  were  of  sac 
magnitude  that  a  banking  firm  in  Birmingham  no' 
performed  the  duties. 

The  learned  Judge  thought  the  verdict  perfectl 
right  upon  the  merits,  but  upon  these  facts  it  wf 
objected  that  the  oflGlce  was  not  within  the  act.  Th 
learned  Judge  overruled  the  objection,  but  reserved  th: 
point  also  for  the  consideration  of  the  Judges. 

This  case  was  argued  in  Mich.  Term,  1846,  befoi 
all  the  Judges,  except  Erle  J.,  Patteson  J.,  Platt  B 
and  Cresswell  J. 

GalefoT  the  prisoner.  The  first  question  is,  whethc 
there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  the  prisoner  havin 
been  appointed  to  act  as  treasurer  to  the  guardiant 
At  the  trial  a  book  was  produced,  containing  an  entr 
of  an  appointment  in  writing.  This  was  rejected  f 
not  being  stamped  ;  and  it  was  then  contended  tht 
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^tie  prisoner's  admission  of  his  appointment  as  appearing        igifi. 

in  the  condition  of  the  bond  was  sufficient  evidence.    ~  .        - 

It  was  held  in  Newall  v.  Holt,  6  M.  &  W.  662,  and       Case. 

Sktterie  v.  Pooley,  Id.  664,  that  a  parol  admission  by 

a  party  to  a  suit  is  always  receivable  in  evidence  against 

him,  although  it  relate  to  the  contents  of  a  deed  or 

other  written  instrument,  which  is  not  produced,  or  its 

absence  accounted  for.     And,  therefore,  the  prisoner's 

admission  may  be  receivable  as  evidence  of  his  having 

been  appointed  by  the  guardians  in  some  capacity  or 

other ;    but  the  thing  to  be  proved  here  is,  what  that 

capacity  was  ;  what  were  the  precise  duties  which  the 

appointment  threw  upon  the  prisoner.     To  shew  that, 

the  actual  appointment  should  have  been  produced. 

It  cannot  be  contended  that  the  act  of  Parliament  sets 

forth  those  duties  so  as  to  dispense  with  the  production 

of  the  entry.     (The  learned  counsel  referred  to  ss.  38, 

41,  of  Stat.  1  &  2  Wm.  4,  c.  67,  Private  Act  (a) ).     For 


(o)  S.  38.  And  be  it  farther  enacted,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said 
Rosrdians  hereby  appointed  and  to  be  elected  and  appointed  under  this 
^ct,  at  their  first  or  any  other  meeting,  to  appoint  one  or  more  treasurer 
^  treasurers,  clerk  or  clerks,  governor  or  governors,  steward  or  stewards, 
^intron  or  matrons,  surgeon  or  surgeons,  and  such  other  officer  or  officers, 
Servant  or  servants,  as  they  shall  think  fit,  or  from  time  to  time  find 
^Mcessary  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  this  act  into  execution,  and  for  the 
{(overning,  ordering,  employment,  and  regulation  of  the  poor  maintained 
^the  workhouse,  asylum,  or  infirmary  of  the  said  parish,  or  employed 
wy  the  said  guardians  in  the  said  workhouse  and  asylum,  or  elsewhere, 
^d  to  ioi  such  salaries  or  other  remuneration  as  they  shall  think  fit,  and 
1^7  the  same  out  of  the  monies  to  be  raised  for  the  relief  of  the  poor : 
l^ovided  always,  that  it  shal]  not  be  necessary  to  re-appoint  such  officers 
<v  persons  at  each  new  election  of  guardians,  and  that  it  shall  be  lawful 
^or  the  sud  guardians  for  the  time  being,  at  a  special  meeting  to  be  called 
Air  that  purpose,  to  remove  any  such  officers  or  persons  as  aforesaid,  as 
tbe  said  guardians  shall  from  time  to  time  see  occasion,  and  thereupon, 
M  ilso  in  the  event  of  the  resignation  or  death  of  any  such  officers  or 
parous,  to  appoint  others  in  their  stead. 

8.  41.  Ana  oe  it  further  enacted,  that  every  treasurer,  officer,  and  other 
person,  who  shall  be  appointed  or  continued  by  virtue  of  this  act  or  the 
Hid  recited  act,  and  also  every  other  person  to  whom  the  collection  and 
receipt  of  the  rates  and  other  monies  hereby  authorized  to  be  raised  shall, 
under  the  provisions  herein  contained,  belong,  shall  from  time  to  time, 
vhenever  thereunto'  required  by  the  said  guardians  for  the  time  being, 
make  out  and  deliver  to  the  said  guardians,  or  the  clerk  of  the  said 
gnardianSy  a  true  and  perfect  account  in  writing,  under  his  hand,  of  all 
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1846.      although  the  act  requires  the  treasurer  to  do  certaiB 

^^j^ch'b     things,  the  guardians  have  a  discretion,  and  may  var) 

Case.        the  terms  of  the  appointment  in  any  way  they  ma) 

think  fit.    Had  the  written  appointment  been  produced; 

it  would  appear  thereby  what  the  precise  duties  were 

monies  which  shall  have  hy  him  heen  had,  collected,  or  received  for  Uu 
purposes  of  this  act,  and  how,  and  to  whom,  and  for  what  purjxMe  the 
same  and  every  part  thereof  hath  heen  disposed  of,  together  with  Hu 
Touchers  and  receipts  for  all  such  payments,  disbursements,  and  diapO' 
sitions,  which  shall  have  been,  or  shall  be  alleged  to  have  been  madf 
thereof,  and  every  such  treasurer,  collector,  officer,  and  person  respect- 
ively, shall,  and  is  hereby  required  to  pay  to  the  said  guardians  or  sucl 
other  person  as  they  shall  at  any  meeting  of  guardians  appoint  to  receive 
the  same,  all  such  monies  as  upon  the  balance  of  such  account  shal] 
appear  to  be  due  and  owing  from  him  on  account  of  monies  authorized 
to  be  raised  for  the  purposes  of  this  act  or  the  said  recited  act  to  the 
said  guardians,  and  if  any  such  treasurer,  officer,  or  person,  shall  refuse 
or  neglect  to  render  and  deliver  such  account  as  aforesaid,  or  to  produce 
and  deliver  up  the  vouchers  and  receipts  relating  to  the  same,  or  to  pa) 
the  balance  thereof  when  thereunto  required,  or  shall  neglect  or  refuse  tc 
deliver  to  the  said  guardians  or  to  such  person  as  they  shall  in  mannei 
aforesaid  appoint,  within  fourteen  days  after  being  thereunto  reouired  bv 
the  said  guardians,  or  by  any  order  of  any  meeting  of  guardians,  aU 
books,  papers,  and  writings  in  his  custody  or  power  belonging  to  the  said 
guardians,  relating  to  the  execution  of  this  act,  then  and  in  every  sucb 
case,  complaint  being  made  by  the  said  guardians,  or  by  any  person  on 
the  behalf  of  the  said  guardians,  to  any  two  iustices  of  tne  peace  for  the 
county,  riding,  city,  town,  or  place  where  such  treasurer,  officer,  or  persot 
BO  neglecting  or  refusing  shall  be  living  or  reside,  or  carry  on  trade  01 
business,  such  justices  are  hereby  authorized  and  requirea,  by  warrant 
under  their  hands  and  seals,  to  cause  such  treasurer,  officer,  or  persoi 
to  be  brought  before  them  or  any  other  justices  of  the  same  county,  riding 
city,  town,  or  place,  and  such  justices  are  hereby  authorized  and  required 
upon  his  appearing  or  not  being  to  be  found,  to  hear  and  determine  thi 
matter  of  such  complaint  in  a  summary  way,  and  settle  the  said  account 
if  produced,  in  such  manner  as  the  said  guardians  might  have  done,  ani 
if,  upon  the  confession  of  such  treasurer,  officer,  or  person  against  whon 
such  complaint  shall  be  made,  or  by  the  account,  if  produced,  it  aha] 
appear  to  any  such  justices,  that  any  of  the  monies  which  shall  hav 
been  collected  or  received  shall  be  in  the  hands  of,  or  owing  from  sue! 
treasurer,  officer,  or  person,  such  iustices  of  the  same  county,  riding 
city,  town,  or  place,  may,  and  are  hereby  authorized  upoh  non-paymen 
thereof,  by  warrant  under  their  hands  and  seals,  to  cause  such  money  I 
be  levied  oy  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  such  treaaurei 
officer,  or  person  respectively ;  and  if  no  goods  or  chattels  can  be  foun 
sufficient  to  answer  or  satisfy  the  said  monies,  and  the  charges  of  takin 
and  making  such  distress,  and  of  selling  the  same,  or  if  such  treasure) 
officer,  or  person  shall  not  appear  (without  sufficient  excuse,)  or» 
appearing,  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  make  out  and  deliver  to  the  aai 
justices  such  account  in  writing  as  aforesaid,  or  to  produce  and  deliver  t 
the  said  justices  the  several  vouchers  and  receipts,  or  to  deliver  up  1 
aforesaid  all  such  books,  papers,  and  writings  as  aforesaid,  then  and  i 
any  of  the  cases  aforesaid  the  said  justices,  or  any  two  other  justicea  < 
the  same  county,  riding,  city,  town,  or  place,  are  hereby  authorised  an 
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JT^G  admission  taken  above  proves  nothing;  nor  is  it       1846. 
carried  further  by  the  statute.  '"weZch's 

-R.  y.Beacallj  1  C.  &  P.  457,  is  distinguishable,  there  CaBc. 
^^  ^was  admitted  that  the  prisoner-was  acting  in  the 
employment  as  that  to  which  he  had  once  been 
Sularljr  appointed  by  a  written  instrument,  although 
^ric  authority  of  that  appointment  had  expired:  and 
^"at  written  instrument  was  produced.  Therefore  the 
t^^st  evidence  of  the  prisoner's  duties  was  given  which 
^ Vfce  case  admitted.     Here  it  is  not  so. 

The  second  point  is  important,  as  bearing  upon  the 
^^ture  and  limits  of  the  crime  of  embezzlement.  At 
^^ommon  law  a  larceny  consisted  in  the  felonious  taking 
^Xid  carrying  away  of  the  goods  of  another :  an  em- 
"^•zzlement  is  precisely  the  same  offence  with  the 
Qnission  of  the  single  ingredient  of  the  goods  belong- 
ing to  another  in  the  manner  requisite  to  support  an 
Indictment  for  larceny.  But  the  goods  embezzled 
»nu8t  still  be  the  actual  property  of  the  prosecutor  at 
^be  time  of  the  embezzlement,  although  they  may  not 
n^ive  been  received  into  the  possession  of  the  prosecutor 
^>tJierwise  than  by  the  actual  possession  of  the  party 
bezzling  them.      Here,   therefore,    there   was   no 


'^luiredy  by  warrant  under  their  hands  and  seals,  to  comnsit  such 
'^asurer,  officer,  or  person  to  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction  of 
Le  county,  riding,  city,  town,  or  place  where  he  shall  be  living  or  reside, 
carry  on  trade  or  business  ae  aforesaid,  there  to  remain,  without  bail  or 
unprize,  until  he  shall  have  delivered  up  the  vouchers  and  receipts 
^^^lating  thereto,  and  shall  have  paid  all  the  money  which  shall  appear  to 
^^  in  &e  hands  of  or  owing  from  him,  and  the  reasonable  charges  of  such 
distress  and  sale  (if  any),  as  shall  in  that  respect  have  been  made,  or 
^^^til  he  shall  have  compounded  with  the  said  guardians,  and  paid  the 
^Composition  money  to  the  said  guardians,  or  to  such  person  as  they  shall 
^-^point  to  receive  the  same,  (and  which  composition  the  said  guardians 
^-^^  hereby  empowered  to  ma^e),  and  shall  have  delivered  up  as  afore- 
f^d,  such  books,  papers  and  writings  as  aforesaid,  or  have  given  satis- 
:tion  in  respect  thereof  to  the  said  guardians ;  provided  always,  that  no 
^Hch  person,  who  shall  be  committed  for  want  of  a  sufficient  distress 
Only,  shall  be  detained  in  prison  by  virtue  of  this  act,  for  any  longer 
^ne  than  six  calendar  montns. 

VOL.  I.  Q 
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1 846.      embezzlement,  unless  it  was  the  prisoner's  distinct  daty 

Wslch'8  ®*  ^^^  ^^^^  ^f  ^^^  embezzlement,  to  pay  over  that 
Caae.       particular  sum  to  the  guardians. 

The  act  requires  the  treasurer  to  deliver  an  account, 
and  to  pay  to  the  guardians  all  such  monies  as  upon 
the  balance  of  such  account  shall  appear  to  be  due 
and  owing  from  him. 

Alderson  6. — There  is  no  fact  found  as  to  whom 
the  general  balance  was  due. 

Gale.    No. 

Alderson  B. — If  the  general  balance  was  in  his 
favour  he  might  have  treated  it  as  his  own. 

Gale.  Yes,  and  now  a  banking  firm  acts  as  trea* 
surer,  and  holds  the  balance.  Baron  Bayley's  obser- 
vations in  Williams  v.  Stott^  1  C.  &  M.  682,  contain 
the  substance  of  my  argument.  Every  ingredient 
exists  here  which  Bayley  B.  there  specifies. 

He  says^  **  In  the  present  case  I  think  that  the 
plaintifi*  does  not  come  within  the  fair  meaning  of  the 
statute — he  is  not  the  servant  of  another,  but  fills  an 
office  of  his  own ;  he  does  not  receive  money  in  the 
course  of  his  employment  as  the  mere  agent  of  another, 
but  appears  to  be  entitled  by  virtue  of  his  office  to  keep 
the  money  in  his  own  hands  until  the  end  of  the  year 
for  which  he  is  appointed.'*  Here  it  is  impossible  to 
fix  any  time  at  which  the  money  alleged  to  be  embez- 
zled can  be  said  to  have  belonged  to  the  guardians. 

The  cases  which  may  be  cited  on  the  other  side  do 
not  seem  to  have  involved  this  point.  I},  v.  Squire^ 
R.  &  R.  349  ;  M.  v.  Beacall,  1  Moody  Cr.  C.  lA ; 
R.  V.  JensoHj  Id.  434 ;  li.  v.  CaUaghaUi  8  C.  &  P. 
154,  were  cited. 

It  is  important  to  observe,  that  by  the  very  clause  of 
the  statute  which  creates  the  duties,  a  summary  and 
most  stringent  remedy  is  given  for  their  violation. 

Wilde  C.  J. — How  do  you  distinguish  the  case  of 
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^*  y.  Sqtdrej  for  there  the  prisoner  had  to  account       1846. 
generally?  Welsh's 

Gak.     In  that  case  the  true  nature  of  the  crime  of       ^*'®- 
embezzlement  was  not  brought  before  the  Court.     In 
Williams  v.  Stott,  I  C.  &  M.  682,  it  was. 

Maui^e  J. — Here  the  prisoner  was  to  account  for 
the  money.  He  does  not.  Is  not  that  embezzlement  ? 
Gale.  No.  It  ought  to  have  been  proved  that  it 
was  his  duty  to  pay  over  the  sum  in  question  at  a 
particular  time.  The  39th  section  of  the  act  is 
important.  It  enacts  that  the  treasurer  shall  not  be 
clerk ;  he  shall  not  perform  that  class  of  duties.  It 
is  clear,  therefore,  that  he  was  not  acting  in  that 
capacity.  Can  he  be  said  to  have  been  acting  as  a 
servant  ? 

M.  D.  HUl,  Q.  C,  for  the  Crown,  was  not  called 
upon  by  the  Court. 

Cfur.  adv.  milt. 
Afterwards  the  Judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion  MS.  Parke B. 
that  the  conviction  was  right.      Maule  J.,  at  first 
doubted,  whether  in  this  case  the  treasurer  could  be 
HSBumed  to  be  a  servant  to  the  guardians,  as  he  might 
be  a  banker  or  treasurer  keeping  their  money.  But  on 
H  subsequent  day,  Coleridge  J.,  informing  the  Judges 
that  he  did  not  mean  that  question  to  be  reserved,  and 
that  on  the  evidence  he  appeared  to  be  in  the  character 
of  a  servant,  Maule  J.,,  agreed  with  the  rest,  that  the 
conviction  was  right. 
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{SPRING  ASSIZES,  1847.) 


isn.  REGINA  V.  EMANUEL  WHITE. 


Prisoner,       The   prisoner  was   tried  and   convicted   before  M 

falsely  aver-      t       .        i^  «       n      •  •         *•        i 

ring  an  an-  Justice  Patteson,  at  the  Spring  assizes  for  the  tov 
^raea  Wllof  o^ Nottingham,  "  for  forging  a  certain  indorsement  i 
exchange  for  a  certain  bill  of  exchanffe  for  18/.  125.,  with  intent 

T  7}>m/tfi- 

«oii,  writes      defraud  Thomas  Tomlinson;"  and  in  another  cou 

of  the^bm*^^    with  intent  to  defraud  Francis  Hart  and  anoth< 

"perprocura-  I^homas  Tomlinson  proved  that  the  prisoner  had  be 

jkn^jinson,      in  his  employ,  and  left   him  about  two  years  a| 

^^J^'ipj^^  That  while  he  was  in  his  employ,  he  had  sent  hi 

bill  is  there-    with  cheques  to  Harfs  bank  to  get  the  money,  b 

oDonted/and  was  not  Sure  whether  with  bills  of  exchange — that 

the  prisoner    never  authorised  the  prisoner  to  indorse  bills  for  hi 

the  money,     or  to  accept  bills,  or  to  sign  his  name,  or  to  use  1 

forgery!^        name,  and  that  if  he  ever  did  send  him  to  get  1 

money  on  any  bill  of  exchange,  it  was  ready  indorse 

The  witness  also  proved,  that  he  was  in  Nottingh 

on  the  1st  of  September,  1846  ;  that  the  prisoner  v 

not  then  in  his  employ ;  that  he  did  not  send  1 

prisoner  to  HarVs  bank  on  that  day;  and  that 

never  saw  or  heard  of  the  bill  in  question  till  it  v 

presented  to  him  for  payment. 

The  bill  was  dated  on  19th  August,  1846,  at  tb 
months.  It  professed  to  be  drawn  by  Matt! 
Clarkson  on  Williavi  Nicholson^  payable  to  his  o 
order,  and  to  be  accepted  by  William  Nicholson,  8 
indorsed  by  Matthew  Clarkson  ;  and  then,  ** 
f)rocuration,  Thomas  Tomlinson,  Emanuel  White^ 
Alfred  Thomas  Fellows  being  called,  said  : — 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  209 

**  I  am  a  partner  with  Francis  Hart  in  a  bank  at       1847. 
Nottingham.     On  the    Ist  of  September,    1846,   the     ^,^^^^,^ 
prisoner  came  to  our  bank  with  this  bill,  which  he       Case, 
^sked  me  to  discount.     He  said  he  had  brought  it  to 
be  discounted ;  that  he  came  from  Mr.  Tomlinson.     I 
called  in  a  clerk  (Newton)^  who  said  he  knew  him, 
^hat  he  sometimes  came  from  Mr.  Tomlinson^  who  was 
^'^T^  good, — so  I  discounted  it.     I  told  the  prisoner 
Mr.   Tomlinson  had    not  indorsed  it.     He  said  Mr. 
T'omlinson  was  from  home,  but  that  he  could  indorse 
It  for  him.     I  asked  him  if  he. could,  and  he  said  yes. 
I  asked  Mr.  Tomlinson*s  Christian  name,  and  he  said 
T'homas.    I  wrote  per  procuration,  Thomas  Tomlinson. 
He  said  he  would  sign  his  name.     He  did  sign  his 
name,  and  I  gave  him  the  money"  (a). 
On  cross-examination  the  witness  said  : — 
''  I  said,  I  did  not  know  him,  and  sent  for  my  clerk, 
^^ewtan.    He  said,  Newton  knew  him.    I  asked  him 
*^  he  could  indorse  it  for  Mr.  Tomlinson.     He  said,  if 
I  ^ould  prepare  it  he  would  indorse  it.    It  was  not  till 
^fter  the  dishonour  that  I  was  called  on  to  recollect 
^^hat  had  passed.    When  the  bill  was  dishonoured,  I 
^^nt  for  the  prisoner,  1  asked  him  to  pay  the  bill.    I 
•ound  him  at  his  own  house.    If  he  had  paid,  there 
^^ould  have  been  no  more  said  about  it.    I  did  not 
^l^ink  of  a  felony.    He  said  he  had  not  the  money  by 
"im.     He  asked  me  to  go  to  Mr.  Malpas,  in  order  to 
^^certain  whether  he  had  shewn  him  the  bill  before  he 
*^i*ought  it  to  me.    I  went  and  found  that  he  did.    Five 
^1*  six  days  elapsed  before  we  proceeded  against  the 
prisoner.    We  had  applied  to  other  parties.  When  we 
feund   the   acceptance  was  forged,  we   directed  our 
attorney  to  proceed  against  the  prisoner;  I  thought 

(q)  Mr.  JVillmore,  for  the  prisoner,  admitted  that  the  fact  of  the  words 
"  ^T  procuration,  Thomas  Tomlinson"  not  beinff  in  the  prisoner's  hand- 
^tbg  was  immaterial ;  they  must  be  taken  as  his. 
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Ib47.      the  priBoner  might  have  done  it  ignorantly.    M 
Yfunm'9    Newton  retired,  and  did  not  hear  the  whole  coqtc 

Cwe.  sation  between  me  and  the  prisoner/'  There  wc 
counts  in  the  indictment  for  uttering  the  forg 
acceptance,  and  it  was  proved  that  it  was  a  forgei 
and  that  the  supposed  drawer  and  indorsee  had  di) 
in  May^  1842 — but  the  jury  negatived  the  prisone 
knowledge  that  the  acceptance  was  forged.  T 
learned  Judge  doubted  whether,  under  these  circai 
stances,  the  prisoner's  conduct  amounted  to  forgei 
but  told  the  jury,  that  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  1 
had  wilfully  misrepresented  that  he  came  from  Ik^ 
Tomlinson^  with  intent  to  defraud  him  or  the  bankei 
and  had  no  authority  from  Mr.  Tamlinsanj  they  oug 
to  find  him  guilty.  The  jury  found  him  guilty.  T 
learned  Judge  reserved  a  question  for  the  Judg< 
whether  the  facts  proved  establish  the  crime  of  forgei 
and  referred  them  to  MctddocKs  case^  Russell 
Crimes,  499,  and  R.  v.  Arscott^  ibid.  613. 

On  ^/)rt/24th,  1847,  this  case  was  argued  before 
the  Judges,  except  Alderson  B.,  Coleridge  J.,  a 
Maule  J.,  who  were  absent 

Willmwre  for  the  prisoner.  The  prisoner  is  indici 
under  stat.  11  Geo.  4  and  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  but 
neither  that,  nor  any  previous  statute  has  altered  1 
meaning  of  the  word  ^'  forgery,"  or  the  nature  of  1 
crime  itself,  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  acC 
the  prisoner  was  a  forgery  at  common  law.  All  ^ 
authorities  seem  to  shew,  that  there  can  be  no  forge 
unless  there  is  an  actual  making  of  something  ca« 
terfeit,  as  a  counterfeit  seal,  or  signature.  *'  Crim^ 
falsi  dicitur,  cum  quis  accusatus  fuerit  vel  appellati 
quod  sigillum  regis  vel  domini  sui  de  cujus  famil 
fuerat,  ialsaverit  et  brevia  inde  consignaverit ;  ^ 
certam  aliquam  vel  literam  ad  exhsredationem  d 
mini,  &c.  sigillaverit ;  in  quibus  causis  si  quia  cc 
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viotus  fuerit,  detractari  meruit  et  suspendi."   Fleta,      1847. 

lib.  3,  ca.  22.    And  Lord  Coke,  3d,  Inst.  cap.  76,  "white^ 

p-     168,  commenting  on  stat  6  Sliz.  cap.  14,  says,       ^«*- 

**  To  foi^e,  is  metaphorically  taken  from  the  smith, 

i^fao  beateth  upon  his  anvil,  and  forgeth  what  fashion 

or  shape  he  will."  The  offence  (as  it  appeareth  before) 

is  called  crimen  falsi,  and  the  offender  JaUarius,  and 

the  Latin  word  to  forge  isfalsare  or  fahricare.     And 

this  is  properly  taken,  when  the  act  is  done  in  the  nanie 

of  another  person. 

Hawhins,  PI.  C,  L  264,  says,  **also  in  many  other 
cases,  a  writing  may  be  said  to  be  forged  where 
neither  the  hand  nor  seal  of  any  one  are  forged : 
as  where  one  makes  any  fraudulent  alteration  of  the 
form  of  a  true  deed,  in  a  materia]  part  of  it,  as  by 
making  a  lease  of  the  manor  of  Dale  appear  to  be  a 
lease  of  the  manor  of  Sale,  by  changing  the  letter  D 
into  an  S,  &c.,  &c.     But  Sir  E.  Coke  seems  to  say 
that  a  deed  so  altered,  may  more  properly  be  called  a 
false  than  a  forged  writing,  because  it  is  not  forged  in 
the  name  of  another,  nor  his  Seal  nor  hand  counterfeited. 
But  I  see  no  sound  reason  why  such  an  alteration  of  a 
deed  should  not  as  pro|)erIy  be  called  forging,  as  the 
entire  making  of  a  new  deed  in  another's  name;  for 
^Q  both  cases,  not  only  the  fraud  and  villainy  are  the 
Very  same,  but  also  a  man's  hand  and  seal  are  falsely 
^ade  use  of  to  testify  his  assent  to  an  instrument* 
^hich,  after  such  an  alteration,  is  no  more  his  deed 
^an  a  stranger's.     Also  the  notion  of  forging  doth 
^ot  seem  so  much  to  consist  in  the  counterfeiting  of  a 
ix^an's  hand  and  seal,  which  may  often  be  done  in- 
nocently, but  in  the  endeavouring  to  give  an  appear- 
ance of  truth  to  a  mere  deceit  and  falsity,  and  either 
to  impose  that  upon  the  world  as  the  solemn  act  of 
onother,  which  he  was  in  no  way  privy  to,  or  at  least 
to  mahe  a  man*s  own  act  appear  to  have  been  done  at 
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1847.       a  time  when  it  was  not  done,  and  by  force  of  8u< 
"whitk'8     falsity  to  give  it  an  appearance,  which,  in  truth  ai 
Cmc.       justice  it  ought  not  to  have/' 

So  that  Hawkins^  though  he  seems  to  extend  t 
meaning  of  forgery  to  a  class  of  cases  which  Lo 
Coke  would  exclude,  still  holds  the  counterfeitii 
another's  seal  or  handwriting  to  be  essential  to  tl 
offence.  See  sec.  5,  p.  265,  '*  It  is  not  the  ha 
writing  an  instrument  in  another^ s  name  without  i 
privity^  but  the  giving  it  a  false  appearance  of  .havii 
been  executed  by  him,  which  makes  a  man  guilty 
forgery."  East,  PL  Cr.  11.  861,  lays  it  down 
settled  law  that  *'  the  counterfeiting  of  any  writii 
with  a  fraudulent  intent,  whereby  another  may 
prejudiced,  is  forging  at  common  law." 

In  this  case  the  prisoner  has  counterfeited  nothinj 
the  writing  is  not  made  as  the  writing  of  another^  b 
avowedly  as  that  of  the  prisoner  himself;  and  thouj 
he  may  have  committed  fraud  in  saying  that  he  ^ 
authorised  to  make  the  indorsement,  that  is  not 
forgery,  but  a  mere  false  pretence. 

In  Heneys  case^  2  East,  856,  to  pass  for  the  pers 
whose  indorsement  is  on  a  bill,  and  thereby  to  obtf 
credit  in  the  name  of  another  was  held  no  forgei 
In  MaddocKs  case^  2  Russell,  499,  this  point  v 
argued,  but  owing  to  the  death  of  the  prisoner  beft 
judgment  could  be  given,  no  opinion  was  e^ 
delivered  by  the  Judges.  In  Arscott's  case^  2  Ri 
6ell^513,  the  observations  of  Littledale  «I.,  are  c 
pressly  in  point ;  for  although  the  question  there  v 
respecting  a  receipt  given  by  procuration,  precisi 
the  same  reasoning  applies  to  an  indorsement.  Litti 
DALE  J.  says,  '*  The  words  are — *  Received  for  S. 
Aikman.  G.  ArscottJ  I  take  it,  that  to  forge 
receipt  for  money,  is  to  write  the  name  of  the  pfers 
for  whom  it  is  received.     But  in  this  case  the  a< 
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dose  by  the  prisoner  were  receiving  for  another  per-       i847. 
^on^  and  signing  his  own  name^    This  is  exactly  the     white'7 
oase  he.re.  Case. 

Parke  B. — How  would  it  be  if  the  prisoner  had 
^nrritten  TomliaMons  name,  and  had  said  at  the  time 
that  he  had  authority  to  write  it? 

Wilbnore.  That  would  not  be  forgery ;  there 
^rould  be  np  counterfeit  of  the  actual  writing  of 
Tbmlinson. 

S.  C.  Denisan  for  the  Crown.     1.  The  prisoner 
has  forged ;  2.  The  thing  forged  is  an  indorsement 
on  a  bill  of  exchange.     All  the  authorities  cited  only 
shew    that    wherever  there   has   been   a  counterfeit 
^^riting  or  other  matter  made  under  particular  cir- 
cumstances, that  is  a  forgery ;  not,  that  there  cannot 
be  a  forgery  without  such  counterfeited  matter.     The 
passage  from   Fleia   relates  only    to  one  species  of 
the  crimen  falsi,  namely,  counterfeiting   a  seal   or 
"Writing ;  it  does  not  at  all  shew  that  the  crimen  falsi 
cunnot  exist  without  such  a  counterfeiting,  or  that  no 
person  can  be  Q,falsarius  who  has  not  counterfeited  the 
h^nd  or  seal  of  another.     Lord  Coke  says,  the  Latin 
^^>ord  to  forge  is  falsare  or  fabincare,  and  this  is  pro- 
perly taken   when  the  act  is  done  in    the   name  of 
^tiother  person.     Now,  a  false  writing  may  be  made  in 
*tie  name  of  another  in  two  ways,  either  by  counter- 
feiting his  signature,  t.  e.,  fraudulently  writing  his 
^ame,  and  pretending  that  it  is  his  ac^tuz/ handwriting, 
Or,  by  fraudulently  writing  his  name  and  pretending 
that  though  not  his  actual  handwriting  or  signature, 
it  is  his  writing,  in  law^  because  he  has  authorised  his 
name  to  be  so  written.     The  act  of  the  prisoner  seems 
lo  comply  with  every  part  of  Lord  Coke's  definition  ; 
for  he   has  made  a  false   writing   in   the   name   of 
another;  he  carefully  guarded  against  the  supposition 
that  he  was  making  it  in  his  own  name.     Lord  Coke's 


214  CROWN  CASES  RESERVED. 

1847.  is  the  narrowest  definition  of  forgery  to  be  found ; 
^HiTB^^ —  ^^  received  a  much  wider  interpretation  in  mo^er 
Case.  times.  In  the  fifth  report  of  the  Commissioners  o 
Criminal  Law,  the  following  definitions  of  forgery  ai 
collected  from  various  authorities : — **  The  fraudulei 
making  an  alteration  of  a  writing  to  the  prejudice  ( 
another's  right,"  BUickstone,  4  Comm.  247.  "Th 
making  a  false  instrument  with  intent  to  deceive, 
BuLLER  J.,  R.  V.  Cogan^  Leach,  448.  '^  A  false  sig 
nature  made  with  intent  to  deceive/'  Eyre  B.,  R.  \ 
Taylor,  2  East  PI.  Cr.  c.  19,  s.  47.''  "  The  fals 
making  a  note  or  other  instrument  with  intent  t 
defraud,"  Grose  J.,  delivering  opinion  of  twelv 
Judges  in  Parkers  and  Brown* s  case,  2  Leach,  776.  "  j 
false  making  (which  includes  every  alteration  of  u 
addition  to  a  true  instrument)  a  making  malo  anim 
of  any  written  instrument  for  the  purpose  of  fraud  an 
deceit,''  East,  PI.  Cr.  IL  855,  6. 

In  Hevey's  case^  there  was  no  writing  at  all,  tber^ 
fore  no  place  for  the  primary  sense  of  the  word  fabr 
care.  In  ArscotVs  case,  the  observations  of  Littli 
dale  J.  turned  on  the  nature  of  a  receipt,  which  mean 
a  written  acknowledgment  of  something  received  i 
of  right  by  the  party  writing ;  therefore,  the  recei[ 
there  could  not  be  deemed  a  forgery,  because  th 
prisoner  did  not  pretend  to  be  the  party  entitled  to  th 
money,  and  did  not  counterfeit  the  writing  of  tha 
party,  but  wrote  his  own  name  as  the  name  of  th 
party  receiving  the  money  for  that  other,  and  merel; 
pretended  that  he  had  authority  so  to  do.  But  th 
case  of  an  indorsement  is  different.  For  the  stat. 
Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  3,  says,  **  any  indorsement."  An  in 
dorsement  on  a  bill  means  the  name  of  a  party  writtei 
on  the  back  of  it.  This  may  be  either  the  actual  sig 
nature  or  handwriting  of  the  party,  or  merely  hi 
name  written  by  his  agent,  as  here.     This  latter  clasi 
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of  indorsement  is  an  indorsement  by  procuration ;  since       1847. 
thetm  an  indorsement  may  be  made  in  two  ways,  it     white's 
maj  be  forged  in  two  ways,  either  by  counterfeiting       ^^^a>®* 
t.Iie  actual  signature  or  handwriting,  or  by  making  a 
false  writing  in  the  name  of  another,  the  most  obvious 
xnode  of  doing  which  is,  by  writing  the  name  of  that 
other  on  the  back,  and  adding,  that  you  are  doing 
^Iiat  for  him  as  his  agent.     The  words  *'  per  procura- 
tion,'' Thomas  Tamlinsonj  only  shew  that  it  is  the 
^^cond  kind  of  indorsement  above  mentioned,  not  the 
rst ;  and  the  statute,  by  using  the  words  *^  any  in- 
orsement,"  seem  to  have  specially  provided  for  such 


Cur.  adv.  vult. 
JVillmare  replied. 

i^fterwards  all  the  Judges  present  were  unanimously 
f  opinion  that  the  conviction  was  wrong. 


THE  QUEEN  v.  JAMES  GLASS.  mi. 


as  prisoner  was  tried  at  the  Spring  assizes,  at  A  letter  car- 
^€ilisburtf^  1847,  before  Mr.  Justice  Cresswell,  for  ^randSTis 
^^ealing  two  51.  notes,  the  property  of  Mark  Sawyer.  ^?^^^^^^ 
*tt  other  counts  alleged  to  be  the  property  oi  Joseph  directed  en- 
-^^^tehf  the  postmaster  at  Great  Chevril^  and  the  Post-  containing  a 
"•^ aster  General.  6/.  note,  to 

deliver  at  n» 

The  prisoner  was  a  letter  carrier  appointed  by  the  He  delivers 
Postmaster  General.     His  duty  was  to  carry  letters  at  B!°haWng 
^^om  Westbuni  every  morning:,  and  deliver  them  at  previously 

^^^  Z  ^  .  taken  out  the 

^^reat  Chevril  to  the  parties  to  whom  they  were  two  notes. 
Addressed.  There  was  a  post-office  at  Chevril  for  Ju^y^t 
^^ceivine  letters   which   the   prisoner  carried   every  that  he  had 

^  "^  "^    no  intention 

of  stealing  the  notes  when  given  to  him  at  A,    HeU  no  larceny. 
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1847.  evening  to  Westbury  and  delivered  at  the  post-offic 
^  —■-  there,  and  he  also  on  the  road  from  Great  Chevril  X 
Case.  Westbury  received  letters  at  a  village  called  Brattai 
which  were  in  like  manner  delivered  at  the  post-offic 
at  Westbury.  The  Gh^eat  Chevril  and  Bratton  letten 
were  at  the  respective  receiving  houses,  put  in  bag 
which  were  tied  up,  but  not  locked  or  sealed,  and  thoe 
bags  he  carried  in  a  leather  pouch  which  was  supplie 
by  the  Postmaster  General.  [At  Bratton  it  was  hi 
duty  to  open  the  Great  Chevril  bag,  in  order  that  tfa 
Bratton  postmaster  might  mark  on  the  time  bill  tfa 
time  of  his  arrival,  MS.,  Parke  B.] 

The  postmaster  at  Great  Chevril  had  no  power  t 
issue  money  orders,  and  the  nearest  post-pffice  at  whic 
they  could  be  obtained  was  Westbury.  It  was  no  pat 
of  the  duty  of  the  postmaster  at  Great  ChenrU  t 
procure  money  orders  from  Westbury^  or  to  forwar 
instructions  to  the  postmistress  at  Westbury  respectin 
them. 

Mark  Sawyer  reAA\ng?X  Great  Chevril^  and  wishin; 
to  remit  5Z.  to  Henry  Osman^  of  Meekshanij  and  the  lik 
sum  to  James  Rawlings^  of  Trowbridge^  on  the  I4t 
September^  directed  an  envelope  to  each,  which  he  see 
together  with  two  5/.  notes  to  the  postmaster  at  Grec 
Chevril,  with  a  written  request  that  he  would  send  thei 
by  GlasSj  and  desire  the  postmistress  at  Westbury  1 
make  out  two  money  orders  for  5/.  each,  and  forwar 
them  in  the  envelopes  which  he  had  sent.  When  tfa 
prisoner  called  at  the  Great  Chevril  post-office  in  tfa 
afternoon  for  the  letters,  the  wife  of  the  postmaster  tol 
him  that  Mr.  Sawyer  had  sent  two  envelopes  ao 
two  5/.  notes,  and  some  written  instructions  to  be  take 
to  Westbury^  and  asked  whether  he  would  put  them  i 
his  pocket,  or  have  them  put  in  the  bag  with  the  letten 
He  requested  her  to  put  them  in  the  bag,  which  sfa 
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^ccordipgly   did,  and  tied  the  bag   as   usual.     The       1847. 
prisoner  put  the  bag  in  his  pouch.  ""glass^b" 

On  his  arrival  at  Westhury  he  pretended  that  he       Case, 
bad  lost  the  Great  Chevril  bag; — went  away  as  if  to 
look  for  it, — returned,  and   then  produced  the  bag 
untied,  with  all  the  letters  that  had  been  placed  in  it, 
and  the  two  envelopes,  but  not  the  51.  notes. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  but  added  that 
he  had  no  intention  to  steal  the  notes  when  they  were 
given  to  him  by  the  wife  of  the  postmaster  at  Great 
ChtvrilL 

£ntertaining  some  doubt,  whether  the  taking  of  the 
notes  by  the  prisoner,  under  the  circumstances  above 
mentioned  amounted  to  larceny,  the  learned  Judge 
respited  judgment,  and  requested  the  advice  of  the 
Judges  on  the  point. 

On  April  24th,  1847.    Lord  Denman,  Wilde  C.  J., 

Pollock  C.  B.,  Parke  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Rolfe  B., 

C  R.ESSWBLL  J.,  WiGHTMAN  J.,  Erle  J.,  and  Platt  B., 

^'^^Te  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was 

^  ^"^ong. 


^  ^E  QUEEN  V  JOHN  BROOKS  AND  WILLIAM       1847. 

GIBSON.  ^ 

*  ^B  prisoners  were  convicted  before  Mr.  Justice 
^^lOHTMAN,  at  the  Chester  Spring  assizes,  1847,  of 
^^ght  poaching.     The  indictment  was  upon  the  9th 

Geo.  4,  c.  69. 
By  the  4th  section.     "The  prosecution  for  every 

offence  punishable  by  indictment  by  virtue  of  that  act, 

shall  be  commenced  within  twelve  calendar  months 

after  the  commission  of  the  offence." 


218  CROWN  CASES  RESERVED. 

1847.  The  offence  in  this  case  was  committed  on  the  Aibm 

Brooks's    -December ^  1845. 
(^®-  The  information  before  justices  and  warrant  were  oik 

the  19th  DecembeTj  1845. 

Brookes  apprehended  and  committed  5th  8q)temberr^ 
1846. 

Gibson  apprehended  and  committed  21st  October^ 
1846. 
Indictment  preferred  5th  Aprils  1847. 
The  learned  Judge   reserved  a  question  for 
opinion  of  the  Judges,  whether  the  prosecution 
commenced  in  time? 
MS.  Parke  B.      Lord   Denman,  Wilde  C.  J.,   Pollock  C. 
Parke  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Rolfe  B.,'Coltman  J.,Ci 

WELL    J.,    WiGHTMAN    J.,     ErLE    J.,    PlATT    B., 

Williams  J.,  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that 
conviction  was  right  on  the  authority  of  I  East  PL 
186.    JR.  V.  Wallace,  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  369. 


1847.  THE  QUEEN  v.  JOHN  JONES. 


Indictment  The  prisoner  was  convicted  before  Mr.  Justice  Wiqht- 
prUooerwith  MAN,  at  the  Cardigan  Spring  assizes,  1847,  upon  the 
thrlStening  ^^^  ^°^  ^^^  counts  of  au  indictment,  upon  the  4  Oeo. 
letter  to  if.,     4,  c,  54,  s.  3,  charging  him  with  sending  threatening 

the  threat         ,    .^  ^     ^  ^ 

therein  letters. 

averred  being        rjij^^  COUUtS  were  aS  follows  : — 
to  bnm  the  ^  .  ^ 

house  of  B.         3rd  count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath 

*      aforesaid  do  further  present,  that  before  and  at  the 

time  of  the  committing  of  the  offence  and  felony  next 
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hereinafter  mentioDed,   the  said   Mary  I^ewis^  the       1847. 

daughter  of  the  said  Thomas  Lewis ^  who  then  resided      jon«s'i 

and  still  resides  at  Deryodm^  aforesaid,  nenr Llanbada-       Case. 

radm,  in  the  said  county  of  Cardigan^  was  about  to  be 

married  to  the  said  John  Howlandsj  and  the  said  John 

Jiowlands  had  then  finished  and  completed  a  house  at 

Treeotmfach^  in  the  parish  of  Llanbadaen  Odwyn^ 

aforesaid,  in  the  said  county,  for  the  future  dwelling 

of  himself  and  his  said  intended  wife,  as  soon  as  he 

should  be  married  unto  her.    And  that  the  said  John 

^oneSj  on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid,  with  force 

dnd  arms,  at  the  parish  of  Lampeter  Pont  Stephen 

aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  knowingly,  wilfully, 

^tid  feloniously  did  send  a  certain  letter  to  the  said 

Thomas  Lewis^  and  directed  to  the  said  Thomas  Lewis 

^y  the  name  and  description  of  Mr.  Thomas  LeiviSf 

-^eryodinjUewr  Llanbadaen  Odwyn^  Cardiganshire^mXh 

^  Certain  fictitious  name,  to  wit,  the  name  oi  Rebecca 

subscribed   thereto,   threatening  to  burn  the   house 

aforesaid  so  built  bv  the  said  John  Rowlands^  as  afore- 

id,  the  said  John  Rowlands  being  then  and  there 

of  her  said  Majesty's  subjects,  and  which  said  last 

^^entioned  letter  is  as  follows,  that  is  to  say  : — 

••  Lampeter^  January  14th,  1847. — Sir,  I  have  hear 

^bout  the  country  you  that  prepare  the  daughter  for 

^hat  purpose  to  put  her  on  the  unjust  premise  of  Tree- 

^'^^^rnfach  (meaning  the  said  house  so  built  by  the 

^id  John  Rowlands  at  Treevernfach  aforesaid).   Take 

notice,  as  so  soon  as  you  completed  that  I  will  send 

up  to  you  the  servants  daughters,  and  they  will  burn 

the  whole  you  had  in  your  occupy  (meaning  the  said 

bouse  amongst  other  things),  and  your  daughter  to  it. 

I  am.  Sir,  your  most  obedient  servant,  Rebecca.    You 

as  proper  fool  to  give  the  outwited  wench  to  the  roguish 

tbief  man  worse  malicious  deceitful  (meaning  the  said 
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1847.       John  Rowlands)  you  purpose  to  put  her  to  beginni 
JoNEg'8      living    upon    the    felony    property   of    Treet)emfi 

Case.  (meaning  the  said  house),  and  I  will  take  care  of  y 
in  forthwith — I  am  very  sorry  for  the  poor  people  f 
upwards  and  400Z.  for  the  land."  Against  the  form 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  a 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  I 
Crown  and  dignity. 

4th  count.  The  4th  count  contained  the  same  al 
gations  and  innuendoes  as  the  3rd,  and  the  letter  stat 
in  that  count  was  as  follows: — ^'  Talsam^  Janua 
19th,  1847. — Sir,  We  have  heard  about  the  count 
as  you  was  that  provide  your  daughter  for  that  purpc 
to  put  her  upon  the  unjust  premise  of  Treevernfoi 
Take  notice  as  so  soon  as  you  completed  'that  we  w 
come  to  yours  and  us  shall  burn  the  whole  you  h 
got  in  your  occupy,  and  yoor  daughter  to  it  in  fort 
with, — without  feel,  and  we  take  care  of  yours, 
have  like  forgive  yours  on  fair  explanation  thereo 
And  we  have  very  sorry  for  the  poor  people  has  the 
have  as  so  much  injured  has  they  paid  for  the  lai 
upwards  and  400Z.  and  after  that  the  set  of  conspirac 
evil,  idle,  maliciously  combining  together  steal  ba 
the  farm  again  for  nothing  only  that  has  them  now 
poor  situation  at  present. — Your  most  affectionate! 
Rebecca.  As  you  was  an  proper  fool  to  give  the  oi 
wited  wench  to  the  evil  idle  man  malicious  deceit! 
and  him  in  purpose  to  put  her  upon  unjust  property 
Treevernfach.  Take  notice  aforesaid  above  mencior 
The  evidence  was,  that  the  letter  mentioned  in  t 
3rd  count  was  in  the  handwriting  of  the  prisoner,  a. 
was  found  in  a  cleft  stick  stuck  into  the  ground  clc 
to  the  residence  of  Lewis  to  whom  it  was  addressed. 
The  letter  mentioned  in  the  4th  count  was  also 
the  prisoner's  handwriting,  and  was  sent  by  the  pa 
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d  delivered  by  tthe  postmaster  to  Lewis,  to  whom  it       1847. 

addressed.  jonbs's 

Both  letters  were  shewn  by  Lewis  to  Rowlands.  ^*®*' 

The  prisoner  had  once  been  the  owner  of  the  pre- 
ises  in  question,  which  were  called  Treevernfach, 
nd  lost  them  by  an  ejectment,  which  he  considered 
rongfully  brought,  and  that  he  had   been  unjustly 
deprived  of  them. 

Letoisj  to  whom  the  letters  were  addressed,  had  been 
tenant  and  occupier  of  the  premises  after  the  prisoner 
I J  ad  lost  them,  and  after  Lewis,  Rowlands  had  become 
tenant,  and  had  built  a  house  on  the  premises,  prepa- 
ratory to  his  marriage  with  Lewis's  daughter — and  was 
tlie  occupier  of  the  premises,  though  he  did  not  live  in 
tlie  house  at  the  time  the  letters  were  written. 

At  the  time  the  letters  were  sent,  the  house,  though 
btiilt,  was  not  finished,  nor  habitable  ;  it  had  neither 
doors  nor  windows,  but  was  roofed  in  and  the  floors 
^v^ere  laid. 

It  was  objected  for  the  prisoner,  that  the  letters 
contained  no  threat  to  burn  the  house ;  that  the  house, 
^eing  unfinished,  was  not  a  house  within  the  meaning 
^f  the  statute ;  that  the  letters  were  addressed  to,  and 
^^itended  for  Lewis^  and  not  for  Rowlands ;  and  that 
^he  indictment  should  have  stated  that  the  letter  was 
^^nt  to  Rowlands^  or  that  he  received  it. 

The  jury  were  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  wrote 
^nd  sent  the  letters  intending  that  they  should  reach 
-Rowlands  as  well  as  Lewis,  and  that  the  premises 
^^entioned  in  the  letters  were  those  in  the  possession 
^f  Rowlands,  including  the  house,  and  found  the 
prisoner  guilty  upon  both  counts. 

The  learned  Judge  requested  the  opinion  of  the 
''Udges,  whether  the  prisoner,  upon  this  indictment 
^^d  these  facts,  was  properly  convicted.    R.  v.  Paddle f 

VOL.  I.  R 
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1847.       Russ.  &  Ry.  484,  and  R.  v.  Burridge,  2  Moo.  &  Ro 

JoNBs's     "^^^^  y^ere  referred  to. 
Case.  Lord    Denman,   Wilde  C.    J.,    Pollock   C. 

MS. Parke B.   ParkE    B.,    PaTTESON    J.,    CoLTMAN    J.,     RoLFE 
WiGHTMAN    J.,     CrESSWELL    J.,    ErLE    J.,    PlATT 

and  Williams  J.,  were  unanimously  of  opinion  th 
the    indictment   was    bad,    and    the  judgment    w 
arrested.     Vide  R.  v.  Grimwade^  supra^  30. 


1847.  REGINA  t;.  BIDWELL. 


I.  In  an  in-  This  case  was  tried  before  Mr.  Baron  Parke,  at  tli^ 
disSn?''    Spring  assizes  for  Cambridge,  in  the  year  1845,  IVl^. 

an  order  of 

two  justices  made  under  stat  53  Geo.  3,  c.  127»  for  the  payment  of  a  church  rate^  ^ 
averment,  stating;  (inter  alia)  by  way  of  inducementt  that  a  rate  was  dulv  made  a^  V^ 
law  in  that  behalf  required,  and  that  the  same  was  afterwards  duly  aliotoeaM  by  ht^^  ^? 
that  behalf  required,  &c.,  and  that  the  defendant  was  in  and  by  the  said  rateciu^  re^^^ 
&c*  is  sufficient,  without  setting  out  the  facts  which  constituted  the  alleged  due  makS-^^' 
allowance,  and  rating  aforesaid. 

2.  Such  an  averment  would  not  be  sufficient,  where  it  purported  to  be  an  allega.^^^'^ 
of  the  matter  of  the  offence  itself,  and  not  merely  by  way  of  inducement, 

3.  Where  the  same  count  of  the  indictment,  after  the  above  averment  by  way  of  ^'^ 
ducement,  went  on  to  aver  (inter  alia)  an  information  by  the  proper  parties  to  the  j^^*^^^ 
by  whom  the  warrant  was  issued,  that  the  said  rate  was  duly  made,  &c.,  and  that  ^^*^ 
same  was  afterwards  duly  allowed,  Sec,  and  that  the  defendant  was  duly  rated,  &c.,  ^? 
that  the  party,  refused  to  pay,  such  information  as  above  will  give  jurisdiction  to  ^^ 
justices  making  the  order,  irrespective  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  deposed  to.  And  t.^^^^^ 
therefore,  the  count  would  have  been  sufficient,  even  had  the  above  averment  by  vmr^f  ^ 
inducement  been  insufficient  or  omitted.  « 


4.  Under  stat.  53  Geo.  3,  c.  127,  s.  7,  the  fact  of  a  rate  duly  imposed  on  a  party,    -^^T^ 
the  non-payment  of  it  by  such  party  are  not  conditions  precedent  to  the  jurisdictioc^  Yj^ 


the  justices  to  make  an  order  for  payment ;  and,  therefore,  an  order  purporting 
made  on  such  an  information  as  is  above  given  would  be  valid,  and  could  be  enfoi 
whether  de  facto  there  was  a  proper  rate,  and  a  proper  demand  and  refusal,  or  not. 

5.  It  is  sufficient  in  an  indictment  to  aver  that  the  churchwardens  were  authorise^'  ^ 
collect  and  receive  the  rate  at  the  time  of  refusal,  without  averring  that  they  were  sc^   ^ 
the  time  of  the  demand.  ^ 

6.  A  warrant  (by  way  .of  summons)  whereof  the  mandatory  part  is  substantialljr  ^^^ 
forth,  but  the  inducement  merely  as  follows : — "  after  reciting  as  is  therein  recited' 
aufficiently  averred  :  such  warrant  need  not  be  dated. 

7.  It  will  be  intended  in  favour  of  an  order,  that  the  above  warrant  was  served 
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wMnrting  being  counsel  for  the  prosecution,  and  Mr.,       1847. 
•  IMalley  for  the  defence.  bidwell'b 

It  was  an  indictment  against  the  defendant  for  dis-  Case. 
>edience  of  an  order  of  two  justices,  made  under 
i  Geo.  3,  c.  127,  for  the  payment  of  a  church  rate 
r  one  shilling,  assessed  upon  the  defendant,  and 
/•  125.  3rf.  costs.  Many  objections  were  taken  on  the 
•ial,  both  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  proof,  and  the  form 
F  the  indictment ;  and  some  evidence  was  also  oflfered 
r  a  previous  proceeding  before  other  magistrates  for 
on-payment  of  the  same  rate,  on  the  same  demand. 
^C)th  the  learned  counsel  who  conducted  the  case 
greed  that  all  the  questions  of  fact  and  law  should  be 
^lly  argued  before  the  learned  Baron  in  London  after 
^e  close  of  the  circuit.  It  was  afterwards  intimated 
^  him  that  it  was  desirable  that  no  judgment  should 
^  given,  and  accordingly  all  further  proceedings  were 
-^spended  until  the  month  of  February^  1847,  when 
^  received  a  communication  from  one  of  the  parties, 
^at  they  wished  to  have  the  case  argued,  and  it  was 
^gued  previously  to  the  Spring  assizes,  1847,  by 
'5r.  O'Malley  for  the  defendant,  and  Mr.  Crouch  for 
:rie  prosecution,  at  the  learned  Baron's  Chambers,  6ut 
he  time  which  subsequently  elapsed  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  circuit  was  so  short,  that  it  was 
tupossible  for  him  to  refer  to  tiie  various  authorities 


ftaaonable  time  before  the  day  of  appearance ;  as  otherwise  the  justices  would  hare 
^ted  unjusUv  in  making  the  order,  which  will  not  be  presumed. 

8.  The  order  need  not  be  set  out  according  to  the  tenor;  the  substance  of  it  is 
Ksfficient. 

9.  If  in  the  indictment  it  sufficiently  appears  by  implication  that  the  rate  was  in  force 
^hen  the  order  was  made,  that  fact  need  not  be  positively  averred. 

10.  Semble,  under  stat.  43  EHm.  c.  2,  s.  4,  in  a  special  plea  by  a  justice  to  an  action 
^"C  trespass,  it  would  be  enough  to  state  "  a  (poor)  rate  duly  published,  and  that  the 
»lai&tiff  was  an  occupier  and  rated,  and  that  there  was  a  complaint  on  oath  by  the  over" 
^^0^,  that  he  did  not  pay  on  demand,  and  that  such  fact  was  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of 
^justice,"  even  though  it  might  turn  out,  on  futher  inquiry,  that  there  had  not,  tii 
^''^h  or  fact,  been  any  such  demand  and  refusal  as  was  allegea  before  the  justice. 
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1847.      cited,  and  deliberate  upon  the  ease  before  he  left  to^ 
Bidwell's   ^^^  ^^^  assizes.     He  afterwards  considered  the  varioi 
Case.       objections  made,  and  pronounced  the  following  judj 
ment  upon  them  (a)  : — 

"  Upon  the  argument  which  took  place  at  n 
Chambers,  I  intimated  my  opinion  that  the  allegati( 
in  the  first  count  of  the  indictment,  that  the  rate  w 
duly  made  upon  the  defendant,  which  was  the  pri^ 
cipal  objection  made  to  the  evidence,  was  sufficient 
proved  ;  and  it  was  thereupon  agreed  by  the  learn 
counsel  on  both  sides,  that  the  available  objections^ 
any,  were  to  the  form  of  the  indictment,  and  that  t 
case  should  be  argued  in  arrest  of  judgment,  t 
defendant  being  found  guilty. 

'*  Upon  since  referring  to  the  indictment,  I  find  tl 
the  2nd  and  3rd  counts  are  each  framed  for  the  d 
obedience  of  an  order  on  other  rates  than  the  o 
mentioned  in  the  1st  count ;  as  there  was  only  one  n 
proved,  the  defendant  could  only  be  found  guilty 
one  count.  The  verdict  must,  therefore,  be  entered  i 
the  defendant  on  the  2nd  and  3rd  counts. 

"  The  question  then  is,  whether  the  first  is  bad, : 
arrest  of  judgment  ?  I  have  considered  this  questic 
very  much ;  I  have  felt  some  doubt  about  it,  but 
proceed  to  state  the  conclusion  to  which  I  have  com 
and  the  reasons  for  it. 

**  The  substance  of  this  count,  so  far  as  it  is  nece 
sary  to  notice  it,  in  order  to  explain  the  grounds 
my  decision,  is,  that  the  defendant  was  a  parishion 
and  inhabitant  of  the  parish  of  St.  Botolph,  in  tl 
town  and  county  of  Cambridge^  and  the  occupier  of 
certain  dwelling-house  in  the  said  parish ,  and  Hal: 
to  be  rated  in  and  to  the  said  church  rate ;  and  tfa 

(a)  This  judgment  was  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Patteson,  at  \ 
Cambridge  Spring  assises,  1847. 
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list  the  said   defendant   continued   and  was  such       184>7. 
psirishioner,  inhabitant,  and  occupier,  and  so  liable  as   bidwbll'b 
dForesaid.  to  wit,  on  the  4th  o{  August^  a.  d.  1842,  a       Case, 
certain  church  rate,  intituled,  "  a  rate  or  assessment 
of  two  shillings  in  the  pound,  made  this  4th  day  of 
^ugust^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1842,  by  the  church- 
'^Rfardens,  overseers,  and  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of 
St.  Botolphy  in  vestry  assembled,  for  defraying  the 
necessary  expenses  and  disbursements  in  and  about 
the  parish  church,  for  the  use  of  Mr.  John  Cole  and 
Mr.  William  Alliston,  churchwardens,"  was  duly  made 
^is  hy  law  in  that  behalf  required^  and  that  the  same 
Was  afterwards  duly  allowed  as  by  law  in  that  behalf 
required^  and  that  the  validity  of  the  said  church  rate 
had  not  been  questioned  in  any  Ecclesiastical  Court, 
and  that  the  defendant  was  in  and  by  the  said  church 
Tate  duly  rated  at  and  in  the  sum  of  sixteen  shillings, 
^nd  that  the  said  church  rate  continued  and  was  then 
in  full  force,  validity,  and  effect,  and  that,  and  whilst 
the  said  sum  of  sixteen  shillings  remained  due  from, 
^nd  unpaid  by  the  defendant,  to  wit,  on  30th  May^ 
1844,    William   Alliston   and   John    Cole   then     and 
continually  thence  hitherto,  being  the  churchwardens 
of  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  town  and  county  afore- 
®^id,  personally  went  before  John  JEaden,  Esq.,  one  of 
"Gr  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  borough  and 
town  corporate  of  Cambridge^  and  on  their  oaths  in- 
'^'•med  the  said  justice,  and  complained  before  him, 
^'^^t  on  the  said  4th  of  August,  1842,  the  said  church 
'^te  was  duly  made  as  by  law  in  that  behalf  required^ 
^^d  that  the  same  was  on  the  said  6th  of  August^  1842, 
^^y  allowed  as  by  law  in  that  behalf  required,  and 
^'^^t  the  validity  of  the  said  church  rate  had  not  been 
9^estioned  in  any  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  that  the 
^^fendant,  who  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making 
^^d  allowing  of  the  said  church  rate  had  been,  and 
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1847.       ^^^°  ^^^  ^  parishioner  and  inhabitant  of,   and  th 
~  T  occupier  of  a  certain  dwelling-house  in  the  said  parisbS^^ 

Case.  was  by  the  said  church  rate  duly  rated  to  the  sal 
church  rate  at  and  in  the  sum  of  sixteen  shillings,  ai 
that  the  sum  of  sixteen  shillings  had  been  duly  dm^  ^^ 
mandedy  as  by  law  in  that  behalf  required  of  the  defend 
ant,  that  he  had  refused  and  neglected^  and  then  d 
refuse  and  neglect  to  pay  the  same,  and  every  pj 
thereof  to  the  said  William  Alliston  and  John  Cole,  wl 
then  were  the  churchwardens  of  the  said  parish  of 
Botolph^  in  the  said  borough,  town  corporate,  ai 
county,  who  b}'  law  ought  to  have  received  and 
lected  the  same,  and  that  the  said  sum  of  sixteen  sIl 
lings,  and  every  part  thereof,  then  remained  and  was  xm 
paid,  and  then  was  due  and  payable  by  and  from  the  san.  x  d 
defendant  for  the  said  church  rate,  and  that  Willi^Mwn 
Alliston  and  John  Cole,  as  such  churchwardens,  prajf  ^<i 
justice  in  the  premises,  and  that  the  said  defends irst 
might  be  convened  before  two  or  more  of  her  Majest3r  s 
justices  of  the  peace  of  the  said  borough  and  to^^i^^ 
corporate  to  answer  to  the  said  complaint. 

The  count  then  proceeds  to  state  the  warrant  of  IV^  ''• 
JSaden,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  whereby,  after  re^i^' 
ing  as  is  therein  recited,  he  required,  summoned,  atod 
convened  the  defendant  to  appear  before  two  justices 
for  the  said  borough,  on  the  6th  of  June,  at  a  cert^^^ 
hour,   to  answer  the  said  information,  and  that  th^ 
warrant  was  afterwards,  and  before  the   said   6th  ^ 
June^  to  wit,  on  the  30th  May,  personally  served  (^^ 
the  defendant,  that  he  did  not  appear,  and  thereupotf^ 
two  justices  of  the  peace  made  the  order  which  wa^^ 
afterwards  served  on  the  defendant,  and  which  he^  "* 
disobeyed. 

l^he  first  and  principal  objection  made  to  this  count 
was,  that  the  allegation  that  the  rate  was  duly  made 
and  allowed  as  by  law  in  that  behalf  required,  and 
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t  the  defendaDt  was  duly  rated  therein  at  sixteen  1847. 
illings  was  insufficient,  and  that  the  facts  ought  to  bidwbll's 
been  stated  which  constitute  a  due  making  and  ^^se* 
sillowance  of  the  rate,  and  a  due  rating  of  the  defend- 
t.  As  for  instance,  that  it  was  made  at  a  vestry 
eeting  by  the  churchwardens  and  inhabitants  there 
assembled,  and  that  the  defendant  was  fairly  rated 
thereby,  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  the  property 
occupied  by  him;  and  many  authorities  were  cited  to 
shew  that  the  word  "  rfwZy"  will  not  supply  the  want 
of  such  averments.  It  is  not  necessary  to  refer  to  all 
these  authorities,  the  principal  of  which  is  the  King  v. 
^Homty  Cowper,  683,  for  the  general  rule  is  undis- 
puted that  the  facts  and  circumstances  constituting 
^lie  offence  itself  must  be  averred  in  an  indictment, 
otherwise  the  law  resulting  from  the  facts  would  be  a 
Question  for  the  jury. 

But  there  are  two  answers  to  this  objection.     The 
first  is,  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  the  allega- 
tion of  facts  constituting  the  offence^  and  those  which 
ttiust  be  averred  by  way  of  inducement.  In  the  former 
^Hse,  the  circumstances  must  be  set  out  with  particu- 
larity ;    in  the  latter,  a  more  general  allegation  is 
allowed.     An   *^ inducement  to  an  offence  does  not 
Require  so  much  certainty."  Com.  Dig.  "Indict."  G.  6. 
As,  in  an  indictment  for  escape  **debiio  modo  com- 
^iasus'*  is  enough,  without  shewing  by  what  authority, 
^Qd  even   **commi8Sus*'  is  sufficient,   1  Vent.  170, 
-Rear.  v.  Wright.     So  in  the  King  v.  Wade,  1  B.  &  Ad. 
^6l,  which   was  an   indictment   for   disobeying  an 
hitler  of  justices  to  re-admit  a  member  of  a  friendly 
society,  under  35  Geo.  3,  c.  54,  s.  2,  by  which  it  was 
enacted  that  if  a  member  of  a  society  established  by 
tl^e  act,  should  think  himself  aggrieved,  two  justices 
niight  determine  the  matter  according  to  the  rules  of 
the  society  confirmed  pursuant  to  the  act,  an  averment 
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1847.  that  the  society  was  established^  and  the  rules  dm 
BidwelJs^  confirmed  according  to  the  act,  was  held  sufficient ;  an 
Case.  i^|.(j  Tenterden  observes  "  that  the  matter  object! 
to  in  the  introductory  part  of  the  indictment  was  nc 
properly  speaking,  matter  relating  to  the  offence,  b 
to  the  authority  of  the  justices  who  made  the  order 
In  Hex  V.  Soper,  3  B.  &  C.  857,  under  a  simil 
indictment  the  allegation  was,  that  the  rules  und 
the  same  act  had  been  ''  duly  established,  confirme 
deposited,  and  filed  of  record,''  without  stating  ho* 
and  no  objection  was  taken,  and  in  King  v.  Sainsbut 
4  T.  R.  451,  an  averment  that  a  meeting  of  justic 
was  ^^duly''  held  for  the  purpose  of  licensing  seei 
to  have  been  thought  sufficient  by  Buller  J.   ai 

ASHURST  J. 

Unless  indeed  some  general  allegations  were  { 
lowed,  embracing  both  fact  and  law  in  such  cases, 
would  tend  greatly  to  the  prolixity  of  indictments  ai 
pleadings.  Now  there  can  be  no  doubt  in  the  prese 
case,  that  the  offence  for  which  the  defendant  is  i 
dieted  is  the  disobedience  of  the  order  ;  the  introdu 
tory  facts  are  alleged  only  to  shew  that  the  justic 
had  jurisdiction  to  make  that  order,  and  that  tl 
order  was  therefore  obligatory,  and  they  fall  with 
the  description  of  inducement.  There  is  another  a 
swer  to  the  principal  objection.  It  is  this,  that  ind 
pendently  of  the  allegation  of  the  fact  of  the  rs 
being  duly  made,  and  supposing  that  allegation  to 
struck  out,  the  rest  of  the  count  shews  that  t 
magistrates  had  sufficient  authority  to  make  the  ord 
by  reason  of  there  being  a  sufficient  information, 
competent  persons,  to  give  them  jurisdiction.  T 
churchwardens,  on  whose  information  the  justi 
acted,  were  the  proper  persons  to  receive  and  collec 
for  the  rate  being  unpaid,  those  who  then  fill  t 
office  can  alone  sue  for  it  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Cou 
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^nd  I  think  that  their  information  alone  gives  juris-        1847. 
diction  irrespective  of  the  truth  of  the  fects  contained    bidwkll's 
in  it.  ^«e- 

According  to  the  words  of  the  section  in  question, 
the  53  Geo.  3,  c.  127,  s.  7  (a),  taken  in  their  ordi- 
nary sense,  the  fact  of  a  rate  duly  imposed  on  a  party, 
and  also  the  nonpayment  of  it  by  the  party,  are  made 
conditions  precedent  to  the  jurisdiction  by  the  magis- 
trates to  make  an  order  for  payment ;  but  the  provision 
i^hich  follows,  that  the  justices  are  to  examine  upon 
oath  into  the  merits  of  the  said  complaint,  and  the 
pcwer  of  appeal  to  the  sessions  lead  me  to  think  that 
tbese  are  not  conditions  precedent,  and  that  an  infor- 
mation on  oath  of  a  rate  duly  made,  in  which  the 
party  was  rated ;  and  of  the  refusal  by  that  party  to 
pay  would  be  enough,  if  supported  by  sufficient  evi- 
dence, of  which  they  are  to  judge,  to  give  the  magis- 
trates power  to  decide  and  make  an  order  for  payment, 

that  the  order,  if  made,  would  be  valid,  and  could 


^^(a)  S.  7*  And  whereas  it  is  expedient  that  church  rates  or  chapel  rates 

^£  limited  amount,  unduly  refused  or  withheld,  should  in  certain  cases 

*^    more  easily  and  speedily  recovered.    Be  it  enacted,  that  from  and 

^^^Qf  the  passing  of  this  act,  if  any  one  duly  rated  to  a  church  rate  or 

^f^^pel  rate,  the  validity  whereof  has  not  been  questioned  in  any  Eccle- 

^^^tical  Court,  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  pay  the  same  sum  at  which  he 

^?  ^  rated,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  one  justice  of  the  peace  of 

^*^*  same  county,  riding,  city,  liberty  or  town  corporate  where  the  church 

^^  chapel  is  situate,  in  respect  whereof  such  rate  shall  have  been  made, 

^Pon  the  complaint  of  any  churchwarden  or  churchwardens,  chapel- 

^^Lrden  or  chapelwardens,  who  ought  to  receive  and  collect  the  same,  by 

^^Mrant  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  such  justice,  to  convene  before  any 

^^o  or  more  such  justices  of  the  peace,  any  person  so  refusing  or  neglecting 

^  pay  such  rate,  and  to  examine  upon  oath  (which  oath  the  said  justices 

^^e  hereby  empowered  to  administer),  into  the  merits  of  the  said  com- 

l^Udnty  and  by  order,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  to  direct  the  payment 

^t  what  is  due  and  payable  in  respect  to  such  rate,  so  as  the  sum  ordered 

^d  directed  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid,  do  not  exceed  ten  pounds,  over  and 

^bcyve  the  reasonable  costs  and  charges  to  be  ascertained  by  such  justices ; 

^d  npon  refusal  or  neglect  of  such  party  to  pay  according  to  such  order, 

U  ahaU  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  one  of  sucn  justices,  by  warrant  under 

^18  hand  and  seal,  to  levy  the  money  thereby  ordered  to  be  paid,  together 

%ith  the  amount  of  such  costs  and  charges,  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods 

of  such  offender,  his  executors  or  administrators,  rendering  only  the 

overplus  to  him  or  her,  the  necessary  charges  of  distraining  being 

ibereoiat  first  deducted  and  allowed  by  the  said  justices. 
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1847.       be  enforced,  whether  de  facto  there  was  a  proper  rate  • 
Bidwbll'8   *"^  proper  demand  and  refusal,  or  not. 

Cwe.  This  is,  generally  speaking,  the  case  where  justices  . 

have   power  to  decide  judicially,  Lowther  v.  JEarl 
Radnor,  8  East,  1 1 3,  &c.     The  case  of  a  poor  rate  is  . 
not  the  same  under  the  43  JSliz.  c.  2,  s.  4,  which  is  ^ 
very  diflferently  worded.     The  validity  of  the  rate  is  - 
essential  to  the  power  of  a  justice  to  issue  a  distress 
warrant,  so  that  if  the  rate  has  not  been  duly  published 
or  the  party  proceeded  against  be  not  an  occupier 
within  the  parish,  the  warrant  is  unauthorized,  and 
the  justice  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass.     Whether 
the  fact  of  a  demand  on  and  refusal  by  the  occupier 
be  essential  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  (a)  to 
issue  the  warrant,   or  his  decision  on  the  evidence 
thereof  on  oath  before  him  be  sufficient,  has  not,  I 
believe,  been  decided,  but  I  have  always  thought  it 
would  be  sufficient,  and  that  in  a  special  plea  b}'  a 
justice  to  an  action  of  trespass,  it  would  be  enough  to 
state  a  rate  duly  published,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
an  occupier,  and  rated,  and  that  there  was  a  complaint 
on   oath    by   the   overseer,   that  he  did  not  pay  on 
demand,  and  that  fact  was  proved  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  justice ;  and  I  think  that,  in  this  case,  if  there 
was  a  sufficient  information  on  oath  of  a  church  rate 
on   which    the  defendant  was  assessed,   and  of  the 
demand  and  refusal,  the  magistrates  had  jurisdiction, 
and  the  order  was  valid ;  for  why  are  the  magistrates 
to  inquire  into  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  adjudicate 
upon  them,  unless  their  adjudication  is  to  be  binding, 
especially  when  it  may  be  made  the  subject  of  appeal  ? 
If  this  be  so,  the  information  is  sufficient,  as  set  out 
in  the  first  count.     It  shews  that  the  magistrates  have 
jurisdiction,  for  the  rate  is  alleged  to  have  been  duly 

(a)  Stat.  43  EUz,  c.  2, 8.  4,  empowers  two  juBtices,  not  only  ame. 
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triade,  and  no  case  has  been  cited,  nor  can  I  find  any       1847. 


to  shew  that  the  order  of  a  magistrate  is  not  valid,  if  bidwbll'b 
founded  upon  information  which  does  shew  jurisdic-        ^^^^' 
tion,  merely  because  the  information  is  open  to  the 
objection  of  informality  in  making  a  mi]if^d  allegation 
of  fact  and  law,  instead  of  stating  the  facts  only. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  first  count  is  good,  as 
far  as  relates  to  the  principal  objection.  On  the  other 
olyections  I  have  never  entertained  any  doubt.  I 
^t^iol  they  are  all  unfounded. 

I^fae  second  was,  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the 

en  uirch wardens  were  authorized  to  collect  and  receive 

n  they  demanded  the  rate.     I  think  it  is  sufficient 

they  were  so,  when  the  rate  was  neglected  and 

^^^tised,  which  is  the  oflfence. 

The  third  objection  was,  that  the  averment  of  the 
was  defective,  because  it  is  stated,  ^'  that  it 
recited  as  therein  recited^'^  without  stating  what 
so  recited.  Enough  of  the  warrant  would  be 
®^^1:cd  without  mentioning  the  recital.  It  was  said 
^*^o  that  it  was  not  addressed  to  any  one.  I  think  it 
'^  ^tifiBiciently  averred  to  have  been  addressed  to  the 
^^'Jandant. 

-Another  objection  was,  that  the  warrant  was  not 

to  have  been  served  a  reasonable  time  before 

"^    day  of  appearance.     I  think  it  must  be  assumed 

^^►'l  the  justices  satisfied  themselves  upon  that  point, 

^^'^^rwise  they  would  have  acted  unjustly  in  making 

^  ^*s    order  in  the  absence  of  the  party,  and  the  intend- 

tot  is  always  favourable  to  the  validity  of  an  order. 

nother  objection  was,  that  the  order  should  be  set 

verbatim^  according  to  the  tenor.     There  are  pre- 

ents  both  ways,  and  there  is  no  authority  that  it  is 

'^^essary.     It  is   not  necessary    in  an  action  on   a 

^^^gment.     I  do  not  see  why  it  should  be  so  on  an 


s. 
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1847.      indictment  on  an  order.     I  think  it  is  enough  to  set 

Bidwell'b   ^"^  *^®  substance  correctly. 

Cmc.  There  are  still  two  more  objections,  neither  of  them 

of  any  weight ;  one  that  the  church  rate  is  not  averred 
to  have  been  in  force  when  the  order  was  made  ;  the 
other,  that  the  warrant  was  without  date.  As  to  the 
first,  it  is  averred  that  it  continued  in  force  at  the 
time  of  the  indictment,  and  that  the  justices  found  the 
portion  of  the  rate  assessed  on  the  defendant  to  be  due 
to  the  churchwardens,  complaints  which  are,  I  think, 
quite  sufficient ;  and  the  date  of  the  order  (a)  is  in  this 
case  quite  immaterial.  In  Rex  v.  Fletcher^  13  Law 
Journal,  Magistrates'  Cases,  16,  a  date  was  necessary 
ta  the  warrant  of  commitment  to  describe  the  time 
when  the  imprisonment  was  to  commence. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  the  judgment  ought  not 
to  be  arrested. 


(a)  (Warrant?) 

The  indictment  (which  was  foand  at  the  Summer  assizes,  1844)  states — 
that  the  Jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen,  upon  their  oath  present,  that  after 
the  making  and  passing  of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament,  made  and  passed  in 
the  53rd  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  George  the  Third» 
entitled  *'An  Act  for  the  better  regulation  of  Ecclesiastical  Courts  in 
England,  and  for  the  more  easy  recovery  of  church  rates,''  long  before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  making  and  allowance  of  the  church  rates  herein- 
after next  mentioned,  one  William  Bidwell,  of  the  parish  of  St,  Botolphp 
in  the  town  of  Cambridge,  in  the  county  of  Cambridge,  shoemaker,  was 
and  yet  is  a  parishioner  and  inhabitant  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Botolph, 
in  the  said  town  and  county,  and  the  occupier  of  a  certain  dwelling-house 
in  the  said  parish,  in  the  said  town  and  county,  and  liable  to  be  rated  in 
and  to  the  said  church  rate,  and  that  whilst  he,  the  said  William  BidweU^ 
continued  and  was  such  parishioner,  inhabitant  and  occupier,  and  so 
liable  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  fourth  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord,  1842,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  town  and  county  aforesaid,  a 
certain  church  rate,  entitled,  **"  a  rate  or  assessment  of  two  shillings  in  the 
pound,  made  this  4th  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1842,  by 
the  churchwardens,  overseers,  and  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  St.  Botolpk, 
in  vestry  assembled,  for  defraying  the  necessary  expenses  and  disburse- 
ments, in  and  about  the  parish  church,  for  the  use  of  Mr.  John  Cole  and 
Mr.  William  AUiston,  churchwardens,"  was  duly  made  as  by  law  in  that 
behalf  required,  and  that  the  same  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  6tb  day 
of  August,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the 
town  and  county  aforesaid,  duly  allowed,  as  bv  law  in  that  behalf  required. 
And  that  the  validity  of  the  said  church  rate  bath  not  been  questioned  in 
any  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  that  the  said  William  BidweU  was  and  is,  m 
and  by  the  said  church  rate,  duly  rated  in  and  to  the  said  church  rate,  at 
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and  in  the  ram  of  sixteen  shillings,  and  that  the  said  church  rate  con-  18i7. 

tinaes  and  now  is  in  full  force,  validity  and  effect.     And  the  jurors   . 

aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  fiulher  present,  that  afterwards.     Bid  well's 

and  whilst  the  said  sum  of  sixteen  shillings  remained  due  from,  and  Case. 

unpaid  by  the  said  William  Bidwell,  to  wit,  on  the  30th  day  of  May,  in 

the  year  of  our  Lord,  1844,  WilUam  AUiston  and  John  Cole  then  and  con-' 

tinuidhf  thence  hitherto  being  the  churchwardens  of  the  parish  aforesaid,  in 

the  town  and  county  aforesaid,  personally  went  hefore  John  Eaden, 

Eiiqnire,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  horongh  and 

town  corporate  of  Cambridge,  in  the  said  county  (heing  the  borough  and 

town  corporate  where  the  church  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Botolph,  in  the 

<aid  town  and  county  is  situated,  in  respect  whereof  the  said  church  rate 

^^  made  as  aforesaid),  and  on  their  oaths  informed  the  said  justice,  and 

^  on  their  oaths  complained  and  said  before  the  said  justice,  that  on  the 

^d  4th  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our,Lord,  1842,  the  said  church  rate 

w^  ddy  made,  as  by  law  in  that  behalf  required,  and  that  the  same  was 

on  the  said  6th  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1842,  duly  allowed, 

as  by  law  in  that  behalf  required,  and  that  the  validity  of  the  said  church 

late  had  not  been  questioned  in  any  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  that  the 

*^  fViUiam  Bidwell,  who  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  and 

allowance  of  the  said  church  rate,  had  been  and  then  was  a  parishioner 

*nd  inhabitant  of,  and  the  occupier  of  a  certain  dwelling-house  in  the 

said  parish  of  St.  Botolph,  in  the  said  borough  and  town  corporate  in  the 

said  county,  was  in  ana  by  the  said  church  rate  duly  rated  in  and  to  the 

said  church  rate,  at  and  in  the  sum  of  sixteen  shillings,  and  that  the  said 

sum  of  sixteen  shillings  had  been  duly  demanded,  as  by  law  in  that  behalf 

i^uired  of  him,  the  said  WiUiam  Bidwell,  and  that  he  had  refused  and 

*^iected,  and  then  did  refuse  and  neglect  to  pay  the  said  sum  and  every 

P^^  thereof  to  them  the  said  William  AUiston  and  John  Cole,  who  then 

l^^e  the  churchwardens  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Botolph,  in  the  said 

borough,  town  corporate  and  county,  who  by  law  ought  to  receive  and 

^Uect  the  same,  and  that  the  said  sum  of  sixteen  shillings  and  every  part 

^'^T'eof  then  remained  and  was  unpaid,  and  then  was  due  and  payable  by 

^^^Jrom  the  said  William  Bidwell,  for  and  in  respect  of  and  on  account 

^  t.lie  said  church  rate,  and  the  said  WiUiam  AUiston  and  John  Cole,  as 

^^li  churchwardens  prayed  justice  in  the  premises,  and  that  the  said 

y^^itam  BidweU  might  be  convened  before  two  or  more  of  her  Majesty's 

j^^tices  of  the  peace  of  the  said  borough  and  town  corporate,  to  answer 

^  tht  said  complaint,  and  that  such  order  might  be  thereupon  afterwards 

'^^de  in  the  premises,  as  by  law  in  that  behalf  ought  to  be  made.    And 

^^   jurors  aforesaid,  on  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that 

uWrwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  30th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  1844,  at  the 

P^Hsh  aforesaid,  in  the  said  borough,  town  corporate,  and  county  afore- 

*^d,  the  said  John  Eaden  then  being  such  justice  of  the  peace  as  afore- 

"^d,  made  his  certain  warrant  under  his  hand  and  seal,  whereby,  after 

'^^ting  as  is  therein  recited,  he  the  said  John  Eaden,  as  and  so  being 

^ch  justice  of«  the  peace  as  aforesaid  did  require,  summon  and  convene 

^«  said  WilUam  BtdweU  to  appear  before  two  or  more  of  her  Majesty's 

J^tices  of  the  peace,  of  and  for  the  said  borough  and  town  corporate  at 

^^«  GwUdkaU,  of  and  in  the  said  borough,  on.  Hiursday  the  6th  day  of 

*^>Bie  then  next,  at  the  hour  of  eleven  in  the  forenoon  of  the  same  day, 

^en  and  there  to  answer  to  the  said  information  and  complaint  of  tne 

^^  WilUam  AUiston  and  John  Cole^  and  to  be  dealt  with  in  the  premises 

ftcoording  to  law  in  that  behalf.    And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their 

^'^  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  warrant,  under  the  hand 

^d  seal  of  the  said  John  Eaden,  so  being  such  justice  as  aforesaid,  was 

^rwards  and  before  the  said  6th  day  of  June,  to  wit,  on  the  30th  day  of 
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1847.        Moy»  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1844,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  town 

'        and  county  aforesaid,  personally  served  upon  and  left  with  the  aaid 

Bidwbll's  William  Bidwell,  who  then  and  there  had  notice  thereof,  and  of  the 
Case.  contents  thereof.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present,  that  the  said  WiUiam  Aidwell,  so  heing  summoned  and 
convened,  and  having  had  such  notice  as  aforesaid,  did  not  appear  at  the 
Guildhall  of  and  in  the  said  horough,  in  the  town  and  county  aforesaid, 
or  otherwise  or  elsewhere,  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  said  warrant 
and  summons,  or  otherwise,  and  thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
said  6th  day  of  June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1844,  at  the  time  and  place 
in  the  said  warrant  in  that  hehalf  mentioned,  to  wit,  at  the  OmkOkaU,  of 
and  in  the  said  borough,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  town, 
horough,  and  county  aforesaid,  at  the  hour  of  eleven  in  the  forenoon  of 
the  same  day,  the  said  John  Eaden  (then  being  such  justice  of  the  peace 
as  aforesaid),  andJuUen  Shrine,  Esquire,  then  and  there  being  oneotnerof 
her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  of  and  for  the  borough  and  town 
corporate  of  Cambridge,  in  the  said  county,  did  proceed  to  examine,  and 
did  then  and  there  examine  npon  oath  into  the  merits  of  the  aaid 
complaint,  and  did  then  and  there,  after  such  examination,  make  their 
certain  order  in  writing  in  the  premises  under  their  hands  and  seals, 
whereby,  after  reciting  the  making  of  the  aforesaid  information  and 
complaint  of  the  said  WWiam  AlUston  and  John  Cole  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  making  of  the  said  warrant  and  the  service  thereof  upon  the  said 
William  BtdweU  as  aforesaid,  and  that  he  had  been  duly  summoned  and 
convened  to  appear  as  in  that  behalf  aforesaid,  to  answer  to  the  said 
information  and  complaint,  and  to  be  dealt  with  in  the  premises  according 
to  law  in  that  behalf,  and  that  he  did  not  appear  according  to  the  exigency 
of  the  said  warrant  and  summons,  or  otherwise,  but  therein  wholly  Dsdled 
and  made  default,  thev,  the  said  John  Eaden  and  JuHen  Shrine^  then 
being  such  justices  of  the  peace  as  aforesaid,  and  not  being,  and  neither 
of  them  being  patrons  or  patron  of  the  said  church,  or  in  anyway  interested 
in  the  premises,  or  in  any  of  the  rights,  dues,  or  other  payments  of  or 
belonging  to  the  said  church  or  the  said  parish  of  St,  Botolph,  did  find^ 
declare,  and  adjudge,  that  on  the  said  4th  day  of  August,  1842,  the  said 
church  rate  was  duly  made  as  bylaw  in  that  behalf  required,  and  that  the 
same  was  duly  allowed  as  by  law  in  that  behalf  required,  on  the  6th  day 
of  the  same  month  of  August,  and  that  the  said  nilliam  BidweU,  before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  making  and  allowance  of  the  said  church  rate  was 
and  still  was  a  parishioner  and  inhabitant  of,  and  the  occupier  of  a 
certain  dwelling-nouse  in  the  said  parish  of  St,  Botolph,  in  the  said 
borough,  town  corporate  and  county,  and  then  and  still  was  duly  rated  in 
and  to  the  said  church  rate,  at  and  in  the  sum  of  sixteen  shillings,  and 
that  the  validity  of  the  said  church  rate  had  not  been  questioned  in  any 
Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  that  the  validity  of  the  said  'rate  hath  not  becm 
and  was  not  disputed,  and  that  the  liability  of  the  said  William  Bidwett 
to  pay  the  same  or  the  said  sum  of  sixteen  shillings,  at  which  he  was  so 
rated  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  had  not  been  and  was  not  disputed, 
and  that  the  said  sum  of  sixteen  shillings  then  was*  unpaid,  and  was  justly 
and  truly  due  and  payable  by  and  from  the  said  William  BidweU,  for  and 
in  respect  to  and  on  account  of  the  said  rate,  and  that  the  payment  of  the 
said  sum  of  sixteen  shillings  had  been,  and  before  the  making  of  the  said 
information  and  complaint,  was  duly  demanded  of  and  from  him  the  said 
WHUam  BidweU,  and  that  he  had  refused  and  neglected,  and  before^he 
making  of  the  said  information  and  complaint,  had  refused  and  neglected, 
and  still  did  refuse  and  neglect  to  pay  the  said  sunol  of  sixteen  shillings 
and  every  part  thereof,  and  that  the  said  sum  of  sixteen  shillings  then 
was  due  and  payable  from  the  said  WiUiam  BidweU  in  respect  to  the  said 
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,  and  that  the  church  of  the  said  parish  of  St,  Botolph,  in  the  said  ]  §4,7^ 

'cogh,  town  corporate  and  county  aforesaid,  for  which  the  said  church    1__ 

B  had  been  and  was  made  as  aforesaid,  was  situated  in  the  said     Bidwbll's 
Ix^T^ui^h  and  town  corporate,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  them  the  Case. 

^a.a.c^  justices,  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  and  did  thereby  order  and 
di  A-«-ct  the  said  WiUiam  Bidwell  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  sixteen  shillings, 
C^^^bich  they  did  therebv  find  to  be  due  and  payable  by  the  said  fViUiam 
^M^jtw^  in  respect  to  tne  said  rate),  unto  the  said  William  AUiston  and 
Jt^^n  Cole,  the  churchwardens  of  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  town  and 
com:a.nty  aforesaid,  who  ought  to  receive  and  collect  the  same  over  and 
^l:>OTe  the  sum  of  W.  12«.  Zd.,  the  reasonable  costs  and  charges  of  the 
*u.d  WilUam  AUiston  and  John  Cole,  in  the  premises  as  such  church- 
i^^^tx^dens,  which  they  the  said  justices,  did  in  and  by  the  said  order, 
>BC2«rtain9  find,  and  adjudge  to  be  such  reasonable  costs  and  charges. 
<^v=M.€i  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oaths  aforesaid,  do  further  present, 
'^  ^^^  a  true  copy  of  the  said  order  was  after^vards,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  day 
of*  mJwne,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1844,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the 
^^'^^n  and  county  aforesaid,  personally  served  upon  and  left  with  the  said 
^^"^^Mam  Bidwell,  and  that  the  said  WilUam  Bidwell  then  and  there  had 
nc^-^ce  of  the  said  order,  and.  of  the  contents  thereof,  and  of  everjr  part 
^^  ^veof,  and  that  he  the  said  WiUiam  Bidwell  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
^^  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  town  and 
^^^'^lanty  aforesaid,  requested  by  the  said  WiUiam  AUiston  and  John  Cole, 
^J^'^o  then  continued  and  were  the  churchwardens  of  the  said  parish  of 
^^->  Botolph,  in  the  said  town  and  county),  and  who  by  law  then  ought  to  ' 
^^^U^t  and  receive  the  said  several  sums  of  sixteen  shillings  and  1/.  I2s.  3d., 
^  ;S)av  to  them  the  said  several  sums  of  sixteen  shillings  and  ]/.  12^.  '6d,, 
^^^^  that  he  the  said  William  Bidwell,  not  regarding  the  said  order  or  his 
^^^"^y  in  that  behalf,  did  not,  nor  would,  when  he  was  so  requested,  or  at 
^J^  3^  time  before  or  since,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  them,  or  either  of 
^^^  m,  or  any  person  or  persons  on  their  or  either  of  their  behalf,  the 
"^^  d  several  sums  of  sixteen  shillings  and  W.  12«.  3d,,  or  either  of  them, 
^?"  may  part  thereof,  but  then  wholly  neglected  and  refused  and  continually 
s^^^^ce,  hitherto  hath  neglected  and  refused,  and  still  does  neglect  and 
'^^^se  to  pay  the  same  ^nd  every  part  thereof,  to  wit,  at  the  parish 
^^^oxesaid,  in  the  town  and  county  aforesaid,  and  the  said  several  sums 
^*^c3  each  of  them,  and  every  part  thereof,  remain  and  remains,  and  are 
^^^  c3  b  wholly  due  and  unpaid  to  the  said  WiUiam  AUiston  and  John  HaU, 
^^  ^  said  churchwardens,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  town  and 
^^^^^■nty  aforesaid,  and  the  said  WiUiam  Bidwell  hath  not  at  any  time 
^^^■SBplied  with  the  said  order,  but  hath  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so 
^'^  ^,  to  wity  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  town  and  county  aforesaid,  in 
^^^^Otempt  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  and  her  laws,  to  the  evil  example  of  all 
2^^^ers  in  the  like  case  offending,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the 
^^-'•^een,  her  Crown  and  dignity. 

(The  other  counts  are  immaterial  to  the  above  case). 
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'{CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT,  1847.) 


1847. 


REGINA  V.  EDMUND  GARBETT. 


1.  If  a  wit- 
ness claims 
the  protec- 
tion of  the 
Court  on  the 
ground  that 
the  answer 
would  tend 
to  criminate 
himself,  and 
there  appears 
reasonahle 
ground  to  be- 
lieve that  it 
would  do  so, 
he  is  not- 
compellable 
to  answer. 

2.  If  com- 
pelled not 
Avith  standing, 
what  he  says 
after  such 
claim  must 
be  considered 
to  have  been 
obtained  by 
compulsion, 
and  cannot 
be  given  in 
evidence 
against  him. 

3.  He  is  en- 
titled to  pro- 
tection at 
whatever 
stage  of  the 
inquiry  he 
chooses  to 
claim  it ;  and 
he  is  eauaUy 
entitleato 
protection, 
whether  he 
has  already 
answered  the 
question  in 
part,  or  not 
at  aU. 


The  prisoner  was  tried  and  convicted  before  Mr.  Baron 
Alderson,  at  the  Old  Bailey  Sessions,  in  May^  1847^ 
of  the  crime  of  forging  the  acceptance  of   William 
Booth  to  a  bill  of  exchange. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial  Mr.  Martin  for  the  prose- 
cution proposed  to  give  in  evidence  the  examination  of 
the  prisoner  on  the  trial  of  the  civil  action  of  Blagden 
v.  Booths  at  the  last  Kingston  assizes.  The  bill  stated 
in  the  declaration  in  that  suit  was  drawn  by  the  pri- 
soner upon  William  Booth,  Priors  LeCy  near  Oakin 
Gate^  Salop^  payable  three  months  after  date  to  the 
drawer's  order,  and  purported  to  be  accepted  as  fol- 
lows:— **  Accepted,  payable  at  Masterman  and  Co.'s, 
London.     William  Booth'* 

The  prisoner  was  called  as  a  witness  for  the  de- 
fendant. His  examination  in  chief  was  as  follows  : — 
This  is  my  signature  to  the  bill  as  drawer.  The  bill 
is  made  payable  to  my  order.  The  acceptance  was  on 
it  when  I  handed  it  to  Mr.  Phillips  (the  second 
indorser.) 

Then  the  cross-examination  was  as  follows  : — 

The  stamp  was  never  out  of  my  possession  till  it  was 
handed  to  Mr.  Phillips. 
Had  you  Mr.  Booth's  authority  to  accept  it  ? 

I  had  not. 
Where  did  you  get  the  stamp  ? 

I  purchased  it  at  a  shop  in  London^  and  from  that 

time  the  stamp  has  never  been  out  of  my  possession. 

I  never  received  a  penny  for  it. 
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^er  mind  what  you  received  for  it, — when  was  the      1847, 
*  *  William  Booth*'  put  upon  it  ?  Gabbett's 

Between  the  Friday  and  the  Sunday.  Case. 

^^^S^  faat  Friday  and  what  Sunday  ? 

I  believe  it  was  between  the  last  Friday  and  the 
last  Sunday  in  November. 
A.fi"er  the  21st? 

Certainly  after  the  21st. 
A  flter  the  21st  of  November ^  1846  ? 
Certainly. 
ici  you  communicate  with  Mr.  Booth  on  the  subject? 
Not  in  any  way. 
Te  you  never  done  so  ? 

Yes,  I  believe  last  Saturday  week    I  saw  Mr. 
JBooth. 
I-K>rd  Denman. — ^Was  that  the  first  time  ? 
The  first  time,  my  Lord. 
.  Chambers.    Why  !  did  he  not  write  you  a  letter  ? 
Never,  I  never  heard  of  his  writing  me  a  letter 
imtil  I  came  into  this  Court  by  accident. 
Until  you  came  by  accident, — what  do  you  mean  ? 

I  came  into  Court  in  pursuance  of  a  subpoena 
served  three  hours  ago. 
W^lo  served  you  three  hours  ago  ? 

A  gentleman. 
^^Iiere  were  you  three  hours  ago  ? 

At  my  office  in  King  William  Street^  in   the 

City. 

^^lo  is  the  man, — do  you  know  him  ? 

I  do  not,  but  I  believe  he  is  clerk  to  Mr.  Stuart. 
^^here  is  your  office  do  you  say  ? 

My    place    of   business    is    in    King    William 
Street. 
^hat  are  you  ? 

An  attorney  and  solicitor. 

VOL.  I.  s 
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1847.       Did  you  know  what  you  came  here  to  prove  ? 

Garbbtt'b  ^  ^^^  ^^^  until  I  came  into  the  box. 

Case.       Do  you  know  what  you  are  attempting  to  prove  ? 

I  do. 
Do  you  mean  to  say  it  is  a  forgery  ? 

It  is  not  his  handwriting. 
Not  in  his  handwriting.     Who  accepted  it  then  ? 

I  am  in  the  hands  of  the  Court. 
Lord  Denman. — It  must  be  answered. 

The  Witness.     I  state,  my  Lord,  that  I  filled  the 
bill  up  at  Mr.  Phillips's  request  in  his  own  drawing- 
room,  and  handed  it  to  him,  and  have  never  received 
a  penny  for  it. 
Mr.  Chambers.     I  ask  you  who  did  that?  (pointing  to 
the  bill.) 
Not  Mr.  Booth. 
Did  Mr.  Phillips  1 

No. 
Who  was  present  when  the  bill  was  fiHed  up  ? 

Mr.  Phillips  alone. 
Were  there  only  you  two  present? 

Mr.  Phillips  was  not  present  when   ^*  William 
Booth''   was  written.      William  Booth  had  been 
written  before  I  filled  it  up  in  Mr.  Phillips'  drawing- 
room. 
Who  was  present  when  *^  William  Booth"  was  written? 

I  won't  say — only  myself. 
Was  any  one  else  ? 
I  cannot  say. 
I  ask  you  to  tell  me  whether  any  other  person  was 
present  when  "  William  Booth"  was  written  besides 
yourself  ? 

I  believe  a  clerk. 
What  clerk  ? 

That  I  decline  to  say. 
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«-•  Chambers.     My  Lord,  I  pres8  the  question.  1847. 

Lord  Denman.     (To   the  witness).-:-That  other    gabbktt's 
person  or  you  must  have  written  it.  ^®*- 

Precisely  so. 

knew  that  when  you  uttered  it  ? 
When  I  handed  it  to  Mr.  Phillips  I  did  know  it 
ud  Mr.  Phillips  knew  it  too. 
Mr.  Chambers.    Who  was  the  other  person  ?   I  ask 
te  question,  and  t  submit,  my  Lord,  it  is  a  proper 
C|iiestion. 
'-OTxl  Denman. — It  must  be  answered. 

The  witness^     I  decline  to  answer  that, 
lere  was  it  "  William  Booth**  was  written  ? 
I  believe  in  King  William  Street. 
•y  and  recollect — was  it  in  King  William  Street  or 
^^vhere  was  it,  was  it  or  not,  you  must  know  the  fact  ? 
Somewhere  in  London. 
I^  the  signing  of  a  bill  of  lexchange  a  circumstance  so 
lanimportant  that  you  cannot  tell  whether  it  was  in 
Sing  William  Street  or  Old  Broad  Street  ? 

It  was  either  at  one  or  the  other.     Some  days  I 
^was  at  one  place,  and  some  days  at  the  other. 
*f  it  was  in  King  William  Street^  where  in  King  William 
Street  ? 

No.  78 ;   it  is  used  as  an  oflSce  for  myself  and 
others  who  were  transacting  business  with  me. 
1^  your  name  there  ? 

No. 
^ho  permitted  you  to  use  the  oflBce  ? 

Messrs.  Miller  and  M ,  attornies. 

^ere  you  carrying  on  the  business  of  an  attorney  ? 
I  am  carrying  on  business  as  an  attorney,  and 
answering  letters  and  correspondence,  and  so  on.  . 
"^ve  you  seen  Mr.  Booth  to-day  ? 

I  have  not  seen  Mr.  Booth  since  Saturday  week. 
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1847.       Where  did  you  see  him  ? 
Garbbtt'8  ^®  came  with  that  young  man  standing  next  to 

Case.  ]vir.  Stuart. 

Is  he  one  of  his  clerks  ? 

I  believe  not. 
When  you  saw  Mr.  Booth  a  week  ago,  did  you  talk 
about  this  bill  of  exchange  to  him  ? 
Yes. 
What  did  Mr.  Booth  say  to  you  ? 

He  said  he  had  been  served  with  a  writ  and  had 
been  exceedingly  angry  about  it.     I  told  him  it  was 
about  the  bill,  he  said  ^^you  well  know  I  never- 
accepted  it/'  and  he  said  he  must  go  into  other- 
hands  for  protection. 
Have  you  had  any  money  transactions  withMr.jBooMS 

Not  money  transactions. 
No  bills  of  exchange  ? 

Never. 
Where  were  you  living  in  1846? 

At  Blackheath. 
Are  you  now? 

Yes. 
Did  Mr.  Booth  ever  authorize  you  to  accept  any  bilK 
of  exchange  for  him  ? 
Never. 
Do  you  know  whether  he  did  any  other  person  ? 

I  do  not. 
Do  you  know  whether  he  authorized  any  other  perso'  - 
to  write  his  name  for  him  ? 
No. 
When  the  signature  "  William  Booth'*  was  written^ 
was  it  copied  from  anything  ? 
No. 
Are  you  sure  it  was  not  ? 

That  is  my  belief.     I  strongly  believe  it  was  no  ^ 
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Are  you  not  certain  it  was  not  ?  1847. 

Were  you  sitting  down  or  standing  up  ?  Caae. 

Sitting  down. 
ow  near  was  anybody  to  you  ? 

On  the  other  side  of  the  desk, 
owy  I  insist  on  knowing  the  name  of  the  party  who 
did  it  ? 

I  decline  to  answer  the  question. 
4m  say  you  know  nothing  at  all  whether  the  party 
had  authority  or  not  ?   -« 

I  believe  he  had  not. 
ere  you  and  he  the  only  persons  in  the  room  ? 
We  were. 
I   »k  again  the  name,  and  require  you  to  give  it  me  ? 

t  I  decline  to  do  it. 
Lord  Denman. — The  question  must  be  answered. 

I  have  not  said  any  other  person  was  in  the  room 
but  myself. 
*-^rd  Denman. — ^Then  we  are  to  take  it  you  did  it 
yourself. 

I  decline  to  answer  it. 

^^i^d  Denman You  say  the  other  man  did  not  do  it. 

The  other  person  was  as  near  to  me  as  the  learned 
Counsel  is. 
W^.  Chambers.     Did  you  not  give  this  answer  just 
^ow?    ^^  I  don't  know  whether  he  authorized  that 
person  to  write  his  name  ?" 
1  said  I  had  no  authority. 
No\y,  I  ask  you  whether  you  know  that  the  person 
^ho  wrote  it  had  any  authority  to  write  it  ? 
Eh! 
fl^d  the   person  who  wrote    "  William  Booth''  any 
aathority  ? 
Not  to  my  knowledge. 


i 
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1847.       Had  you  any  authority  ? 

Garbbtt'b  I  ^ad  "o  authority. 

Case.       Had    the    person    who    was    in    the    room    any 

authority  ? 

He  had  not,  at  least,  I  believe  he  had  none. 
Did  he  write  it  ? 

He  did  not. 
Who  is  that  other  person  ? 

That  I  decline  to  tell  you. 
But  I  must  insist  upon  you  telling  me,  Sir  ? 

I  am  in  the  hands  of  the  Court. 
Lord  Denman. — The  question  must  be  answered.  (T*! 

witness  hesitated). 
Mr.  Chambers.    You  say  there  was  another  person 
the  room  ? 

There  was.  m 

Lord  Denman ^What  aged  person  was  he  ? 

He  was  a  gentleman.    I  suppose  between  twe 
and  thirty. 
Was  it  a  person  you  knew  ? 

Yes. 
Was  it  a  man  ? 

Yes. 
Have  you  seen  him  to-day  ? 

I  have  not. 
When  did  you  see  him  last  ? 

Several  weeks  ago. 
Do  you  know  his  name  ? 

I  do. 
What  is  it  ? 

I  decline  to  give  it. 
Was  he  one  of  your  clerks  ? 

He  was. 
How  many  clerks  had  you  ? 

Three. 
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€  me  their  names  ?  1847. 

Johnsofiy  Goadallj  and  Hvmphrey.  Gabbbtt'b 

\s  Mr.  Johnson  present  ?  ^^"^ 

He  was  about  the  premises. 
u  he  in  the  room  ? 

I  should  say  he  was  not  in  the  room. 
11  you  swear  he  was  not  in  the  room  ? 

I  won't  swear  he  was  not. 
IS  Humphrey  in  the  room  ? 

Humphrey  was. 
sre  you  and  Humphrey  there  and  nobody  else  ? 

I  believe  not,  he  had  been  coming  in  and  out. 
BA  Humphrey  there  when  the  words  "  Wxllam  Booth'' 
were  put  upon  the  bill  ? 

I  cannot  recollect, 
d  he  do  it  ? 

He  did  not. 
d  he  see  it  put  on  ? 

He  might  have  been  noticing  it  being  put  on. 
hat  has  become  of  Humphrey  ? 

I  believe  he  is  in  Shropshire. 
D  you  know  whether  he  is  or  not? 

I  do  not  know, 
e  was  your  clerk,  you  say  ? 

He  was. 
Id  you  discharge  him  from  your  service  ? 

I  did  not,  but  I  had  no  further  occasion  for  his 
services. 

3u  say  you  did  not  know  whether  the  person  who  put 
on  the  name  had  any  authority  ? 

There  was  another  person  in  the  room  who  might 
bave  had. 

^  you  know  the  person  who  really  put  on  the  name 
**  William  Booth*'  had  any  authority  to  put  the 
^ame  on  ? 

Not  to  my  knowledge. 
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1847.       Lord  Denman. — You  say,  you  know  he  had  not.  W 

Garbbtt'8        ^^  y^"  know  he  had  not  ? 

Case.  Because,  I  state  it  was  not  the  other  person. 

You    say    it    was  not, — had   you   any  authority 
doit? 
I  had  not. 
Mr.  Chambers.     What  I  look  at  the  acceptance  (ban 
ing  it  to  the  witness),  was  it  in  blank  ? 
It  was  drawn  in  Mr.  Phillips*  drawing-room. 
What !  over  the  blank  acceptance  ? 

^  Yes. 
You  say   you   have   had  the  stamp  ever  since  y( 
bought  it  in  your  possession  ? 
Yes. 
Where  did  you  buy  the  stamp  ? 

I  believe  in  Broad  Street.     Attomies  in  Zdnid 
are  in  the  habit  of  buying  stamps  very  often. 
You  say  the  stamp  was  purchased  in  Broad  Street  f 

I  believe  by  myself. 
Are  you  not  certain  it  was  bought  on  purpose  to  drs 
this  bill  upon  ? 

There  were  several  stamps  bought  at  the  san 
time.     I  believe  there  were  two  3^.  6d.^  and  thr< 
2^.  stamps  bought  at  the  same  time. 
Is  it  New  Broad  Street^  or  Old  Broad  Street  ? 

Old  Broad  Street. 
Was  it  a  stationer's  ? 

It  was. 
Where  ? 

On  the  left  hand  side,  nearly  opposite  the  bai 
door  of  the  Hall  of  Commerce. 
Lord  Denman. — I  wish  to  know  if  the  defendant  sai 
he  wished  the  matter  settled,  and  that  he  had  sei 
word  to  you  to  settle  it,  but  not  to  defend  it,  and  I: 
expected  you  would  pay  the  money  as  it  was 
matter  of  your  own.     What  could  he  allude  to 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  246 

A.ny  transactions  between  you  and  him  ?  1847. 

Yes,  I  had  a  communication,  not  from  him,  but   garbmtt's 
a.notber  party.  ^^■•*- 

Was  that  before  it  was  done  ? 

Since. 
After  he  was  served  with  a  writ? 

Yes. 
It    could  not  allude  to  anything  that  passed  between 
you  and  him  after  the  note  was  written  ? 
No. 
Had  you  no  transactions  with  him  ? 

I  was  his  solicitor  up  to  that  time. 
W'as  he  your  creditor  or  debtor  ? 

There  was  some  money  owing  from  him  I  believe 
to  me. 
"o^wmuch  do  you  think  it  is  ? 

The  bill  has  not  been  made  out — I  had  a  partner, 
t;liere  was  some  difference  between  us  and  we  dis- 
solved partnership,  but  as  to  the  amount,  I  know  not. 
>ii  must  have  some  notion  ? 

Perhaps,  my  Lord,  it  might  have  been  100/.  con- 
^^ected  with  some  mortgages. 
^'^ve  you  never  told  him  you  might  possibly  use  his 
Oame  on  some  occasion  ? 

Not  to  my  knowledge.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  did. 
you  mean  to  say,  upon  your  oath,  you  don't  know 
^vvhether  you  ever  told  him  or  not  that  you  might  use 
^is  name,  you  might  some  time  or  other  have 
^^ccasion  ? 

'I  remember  his  asking  me  if  I  had  done  so. 
^^  iien  was  that  ? 


n 


That  was  early  in  February. 
asked  you  if  you  had  used  his  name  ? 
He  said,  he  had  heard  reports  of  his  name  being 
used. 
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1847.       What  did  you  tell  him  ? 

Gabbbtt'8  ^  ^'^   ^*™^  ^^  ^^®   *™^"     ^^   ^^  ^^^y  ™"^^ 

Case.  annoyed  and  very  angry. 

Mr.  Chambers  for  the  prisoner  objected  to  those 
parts  of  the  cross-examination  being  read,  which  fol- 
lowed the  prisoner's  declining  to  answer,  and  applying 
to  the  Court  for  protection,  and  the  decision  of  Lord 
Denman  that  he  must  answer  the  questions. 

The  learned  Baron  received  the  evidence,  but 
reserved  the  point  for  further  argument. 

The  prisoner  was  convicted  upon  this  and  other 
evidence,  and  the  learned  Baron  reserved  the  judg- 
ment till  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  could  be  obtained 
whether  the  evidence  was  properly  received. 

On  the  29th  May,  1847,  this  case  was  argued  before 
all  the  .Tudges,  except  Parke  B.,  Wiohtman  J.,  and 
Williams  J.  Montagu  Chambersj  Q.C.,  for  the  prisoner. 
The  statement  made  by  the  prisoner,  when  examined 
as  a  witness  for  the  prosecutor  (the  defendant  in  the 
action),  was  not  admissible  on  the  trial  of  the  indict- 
ment.    1.  It  was  given  on  oath.     2.  He  should  have 
been  cautioned  when  he  appeared  as  a  witness,  that  he 
was  not  bound  to  answer  questions,  the  answers  to 
which  might  criminate,  or  tend  to  criminate  himself. 
3.  When  he  objected  to  answer  such  questions,  his 
privilege  should  have  been  allowed.     4.  The  answers 
given,  after  his  objections  had  been  disallowed,,  were 
not  admissible  in  evidence. 

First,  There  are  many  authorities  to  shew,  that 
wtfat  a  party  says  as  a  witness,  under  the  compdlsion 
of  an  oath,  cannot  be  used  against  him  when  charged 
as  a  criminal,  2  Russell  on  Crimes,  855,  Greaves'  ed., 
and  notes,  where  the  cases  are  collected.  Joy  on 
Confessions,  62 ;  R.  v.  Letvis,  6  C.  &  P.  161 ;  R.  v. 
Davies,  ib.  177  ;  Owen's  case,  9  C.  &  P.  238 ;  R.  v. 
Tubby,  5  C.  &  P.  530 ;  R.  v.  Haworth,  4  C.  &  P. 
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But,  even  if  this  position   were  doubtful,  the       1847. 
msixini  of  the  English  law,  that  no  man  can  be  com-    gabbbtt^s 
pelled  to  accuse  himself,  and  that  if  he  do,  his  state-       ^^«' 
m^nt  cannot  be  used  against  him  on  a  criminal  charge 

fully  supports  the  other  objections.     The  general 

rule  is,   that  a  witness  is  not  bound  to  answer  any 

qmaestions  in  a  Court  of  Law  or  Equity,  if  his  answer 

will  expose  him  to  a  criminal  punishment,  or  penal 

liability,  1  Starkie  Evid.  191,  3rd  ed. ;  and  this  rule 

holds   good  in  the   Ecclesiastical    Courts,    Swift  v. 

Szaiftj  4  Hagg.  154  ;  Schultesv.  Hodgson,  1  Add.  105, 

110,   and    the  Courts  of  Bankruptcy,  except  where 

limited  by  statute,  Bracey's  case,  Comb.  390;    Ex 

p€xrte  Kirhy,  1  Mont.  &Mac.  212  ;  Ex  parte  Cossens, 

Buck,  640.     The  rule  is  also  applicable,  not  only  to 

answers  directly  criminating,  but  to  those  which  have 

^  tendency  to  criminate,  or  form  a  link  in  the  chain, 

or  step  in  the  process,  dates  v.  Hardacre^  3  Taunt. 

*24  ;  R.  V.  Lord  George  Gordon,  2  Douglas,  592 ; 

^-     V.    O'Coigly,   26   Howell   St.   Tr.   1351  ;    Lord 

^€icclesfiekrs  case,  16  How.  St.  Tr.   1146;  Claridge 

^*  Mloare,  14  Ves.  65  ;  Paxton  v.  Douglas,  16  Ves.  239 

-^243  ;  19  Ves.  225  ;  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten,  2  Swan- 

stoxi,  214  ;  R.  v.   Slaney,  5  C.  &  P.  214.     On  the 

'"^peachmentof  Lord  Melville,  it  was  debated,  whether 

'*^is  right  of  refusal  to  answer  did  not  extend  to  cases 

^^^  jcivil  liability  or  debt,  6  Cobbett's  Pari.  Deb.  170. 

^^^!.  236.  246  ;  but  the  doubts  then  entertained  were 

at  rest  by  stat.  46  Geo.  3,  c.  37 ;  which,  however, 

Oaits  and  confirms  the  right  of  refusal  to  answer, 

^re  such  answer  might  have  a  tendency  to  expose 

*^^^  witness  to  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  of  any  nature 

stsoever. 

That  such  right  has  long  existed  and  been  main- 

'%ed  in  the  Courts  will  probably  be  conceded ;  but 

^^^ny  cases  also  shew  that  it  is  so  far  regarded,  that 
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1847.  even  before  the  witness  gives  his  testimony,  or  when 
Gabbett*8  questions  are  put  which  might  draw  forth  answers 
^^^^*  having  a  tendency  to  criminate  the  party,  Judges  will 
interfere  to  caution  or  inform  the  witness  of  his 
privilege.  Thus,  in  Thomas  RosewelFs  case^  10 
Howell  St.  Tr.  168—9,  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  Jbp- 
FHEYs  and  other  Judges  interposed  to  caution  the 
witness,  stating  that  witnesses  ought  not  to  be  asked, 
nor  are  they  bound  to  answer  any  questions  **  whereby 
they  charge  themselves  with  any  crime,  or  may 
subject  themselves  to  any  penalty."  In  Sir  /.  FriencTs 
case^  13  Howell  St.  Tr«  15,  the  same  course  was  pur- 
sued, the  Judges  interrupting  the  prisoner  when  he 
put  the  question,  whether  the  witness  was  a  Roman 
Catholic,  and  stating  that  the  witness  was  not  obliged 
to  answer  it,  as  it  might  tend  to  accuse  him  of  a  crime 
for  which  he  might  be  prosecuted.  In  Stevenson  v. 
Jones  J  Peake's  Evid.,  5tii  ed.  p.  179,  note.  Park  J. 
interposed  and  prevented  further  questions  from  bemg 
put  to  a  witness,  as  '^  any  further  evidence  would  tend 
to  criminate  him  as  a  party  to  the  writing,  or  publica- 
tion of  a  libel."  The  like  course  was  taken  in  R.  v. 
DeBerenger  and  Others^  Gumey*s  Short  Hand  Report, 
194,  and  by  Best  J.,  in  Dixon  v.  Vah  and  Others^  1  C. 
&  P.  278.  In  R.  V.  Wheater,  2  Mood.  C.  C.  45,  the 
party  was  informed  of  his  privilege  and  availed  himself 
of  it.  In  Lord  Cardigans  case^  Gumey's  Report,  79, 
the  Lord  High  Steward,  with  the  permission  of  the 
House  of  Lords,  before  Sir  /.  Anderson  gave  his  evi- 
dence, informed  him  distinctly  that  he  was  not  com- 
pelled to  answer  any  questions  tending  to  criminate 
himself ;  and  the  witness  likewise  availed  himself  of 
the  privilege.  The  same  witness  on  the  trial  at  the 
Central  Criminal  Court  of  the  party  who  had  acted 
as  Lord  Cardigan  s  second,  received  a  similar  caution 
from  Williams  J.,  and  again  refused  to  answer  ques- 
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tioris,  which  apparently  had  a  very  remote  tendency       1847. 
to  vnake  him  a  particeps  criminis.  Garbbtt'b 

T'hirdly.  Although  a  witness  has  answered  several        ^^^^ 
qu^ostions  in  chief,  and   in  cross-examination,  if  he 
afterwards  objects  and  claims  his  privilege,  he  ought 
to  be  protected.     In  answer  to  this  position,  the  doc- 
trine  laid  down  by  Dampier  J.,  Winchester  Sum- 
mer assizes,  1815,  1  Starkie's  Evid.  198,  3rd  ed.  that 
**  if  a  witness  voluntarily  answers  questions  tending  to 
criminate  him  on   his  examination   in    chief,  he  is 
bound  to  answer  on  cross-examination,  however  penal 
the   consequences  may  be,**  and   a   like  dictum  by 
Best  C.  J.,  in  Dixon  v.  Vah,  1  C.  &  P.  278,  may 
be  referred  to ;  but  so  general  and  unqualified  a  rule 
can  scarcely  be  correct ;  for,  if  true,  it  would  have  been 
applicable  in  several  of  the  cases  already  cited.  Indeed, 
It  rarely  can  happen  that  at  the  commencement  of  the 
evidence  the  questions  will  be  objectionable ;  and  to 
l^old  that  the  inadvertent  answers  of  a  witness  to  some 
questions,  should  bind  him  to  go  on  to  any  extent,  and 
to  declare  himself  guilty  of  a  crime,  would  be  taking 
^Way  the  protection  altogether,  as  its  utility  would 
^hen  be  dependent  on   the  skill   of  the  examining 
Counsel,  and  the  degree  of  prudence,  wariness,  know- 
'edge  and  self-possession  of  the   witness.     It  seems, 
^berefore,  that  at  any  period  of  the  examination,  a 
^^^teess  may  refuse  to  answer,  and  if  such  refusal  is 
^^irranted  by  the  rule  before  mentioned,  he  ought  not 
^^      be    compelled   to  proceed.   Paxton  v.  Douglas y 
^^   Ves.  226;  R.  v.  Slaney,  6  C.  &  P.  214;   Steoen- 
*^^^^  V.  Jones^  Peake  Ev.  note,  p.  179,  5th  ed. 

-fourthly.  The  statements  made  after  the  appeal  of 

^^  witness  to  the  Court,  were  not  admissible  to  prove 

^^*  guilty  of  a  crime.     Those  statements  were  given 

^^der  compulsion  and  duress,  and,  therefore,  ought  to 

^Xe  been  excluded,  upon  the  same  principle  that 
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1847.  confessions,  not  free  and  voluntary,  cannot  be  received. 
Garbett'b  ^fl^'wmj^aZf  5  case,  1  Leach,  263.  In  R.  v.  Merceran^ 
Case.  2  Starkie's  Rep.  366,  an  objection  was  taken,  that 
evidence  given  by  the  defendant  before  a  committee 
of  the  House  of  Commons,  could  not  be  admitted  to 
criminate  him,  as  the  declarations  were  not  voluntary, 
but  Abbott  C.  J.  admitted  them.  However,  the 
objection  that  they  were  not  voluntary  was  unfounded, 
for  the  defendant  appears  never  to  have  objected,  nor 
hesitated,  but  willingly  furnished  information  to  the 
committee  (see  Colquhoun's  Police  of  the  Metropolis, 
306-7).  In  Gilham'scase,  1  Mood.C.C. 203, Lord  Ten- 
TERDEN  observed,  that  there  must  be  some  mistake  in 
the  report  of  the  above  case,  and  objected  to  the  de- 
duction attempted  to  be  drawn  from  it.  In  Wheater*s 
case^  2  Mood.  C.  C.  45,  the  examination  of  a  wit- 
ness before  Commissioners  of  Bankrupt,  was  admitted 
against  him  upon  a  charge  of  forgery,  but  he  had 
been  told  that  he  need  not  answer  questions  tend- 
ing to  criminate  himself,  and  was  allowed  to  pass  by 
those  to  which  he  demurred.  The  argument  for  the 
Crown  in  that  case  also  concedes,  that  an  examina- 
tion taken,  without  admitting  the  right  to  refuse  to 
answer  such  questions  would  be  excluded.  In  Smith 
V.  Beadnellj  1  Campb.  30,  answers  unguardedly  given 
by  the  defendant,  when  examined  before  Commis- 
sioners of  Bankrupt,  he  having  taken  no  exceptions  to 
any  of  the  questions  put  to  him,  were  received  against 
him  in  an  action  of  debt  for  penalties  for  concealing 
the  bankrupt's  property,  but  Lord  Ellenborough 
there  said,  **  a  person  examined  before  the  Commis- 
sioners of  Bankrupt,  is  like  any  other  witness  called  to 
give  evidence  by  virtue  of  a  subpoena.  He  speaks  at 
the  peril  of  his  examination  being  turned  against 
himself.  He  may  demur,  to  be  sure,  to  all  questions 
which   would   subject   him   to   penalties.     Here  the 
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defendant  might  have  demurred,  and  his  objections      1847. 
coo  Id  only  have  been  removed  by  the  assignees  (to  q^^^^^^^ 
Mrhom  the  action  is  given)  delivering  him  a  release.       Caw. 
Thus,  he  might  have  protected  himself."  In  Stockfleth 
▼•  JDe  Tastety  4Campb.  10,  although  the  examination 
of  a  party  before  Commissioners  of  Bankrupt  was  ad- 
mitted, yet.  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  if  he  was  under 
duress  when  he  signed  it,  he  would  not  be  bound  by  it. 
In  M.  V.  ffawarthj  4  C.  &  P.  254,  a  deposition  made 
^y  the  defendant,  when  examined  before  a  magistrate 
&s  a  witness,  was  admitted  in  evidence  against  him,  by 
Parke  J. ;  but  on  the  ground  that  "  he  might,  when 
called  on  as  a  witness,  have  objected  to  answer  any 
questions  which  might  have  a  tendency  to  expose  him 
^^  a  criminal  charge,  and,  not  having  done  so^  his 
deposition  was  evidence  against  him."   In  R.  v.  Daniel 
^^itonj  1  M.  &  Rob.  297,  Patteson  J,,  after  consul- 
^tion  with  Alderson  B.,  decided  that  the  balance 
sheet  of  a  bankrupt  could  not  be  admitted  against  him 
^^  a  criminal  charge,  though,  under  the  Bankruptcy 
'-^w,  he  is  bound  to  submit  to  be  examined,  and  to 
''^^ider  a  true  account  of  his  estate  and  effects,  and 
^^^Usactions  in  trade.     In  Courts  of  Equity,  parties 
^ill   be  restrained  from   using  answers  tending  to 
Eliminate  a  witness  in  a  penal  proceeding,  Jackson  v. 
^cnsanj  1  Young  &  Jervis,  32,  or  the  Court  will  direct 
^^e  examination  to  be  taken  off"  the  file  and  cancelled. 
^he  former  course  is  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
^<^ting  the  witness  from  the  consequence  of  answering 
^^terrogatories,  tending  to  expose  him  to  penalties, 
^^t^  yet,  at  the  same  time,  obtaining  his  evidence  in 
*he  matter  before  the  Court.    Hence,  it  does  not  at  all 
*^llow,  that  although  the  prisoner,  when  examined  as 
^   "Witness,  was  legally  bound  for  the  purpose  of  the 
^^y,  to  answer  all  the  questions  put  to  him,  and  the 
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1847.  Courts  therefore,  right  in  insisting  upon  answers  being 
Oarbbtt'b  g^ven,  his  examination  was  properly  admitted  on  the 
^^^^  trial  for  forgery.  The  power  to  compel  an  answer, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  bankrupt,  who  must  answer  under 
peril  of  being  committed  to  prison,  does  not  import 
the  right  to  use  an  admission  or  confession,  thus 
extorted,  in  a  criminal  proceeding. 

On  5th  June,  1847,  Willes  was  heard  for  the  Crown. 
The  onus  of  proof  is  on  the  other  side  :  The  prisoner 
must  shew  that  a  roan^s  own  acts  are  not  evidence 
against  himself.  It  is  said,  1 .  That  the  admission  was 
not  receivable  because  it  was  on  oath.  2.  That  it  was  ^^^^^ 
criminatory  of  himself;  and  made,  not  only  without;^  .KLPut 
warning,  but  even  by  the  direction,  and  under  the^^die 
order  of  the  Judge.  As  to  the^r^^  point,  in  many  ofr^3»  of 
the  cases  cited,  the  objection  to  examinations,  &c..  -^^x.: 
being  used  in  evidence,  was  not  because  they  were  oirK<:>  or 
oath,  but  because  the  examination,  &c.  was  one  whickf  ^>ici 
ought  not  to  have  been  taken  in  that  form.  The  stat^^is^s^^ 
7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  2,  directs  that  magistrates  shall  tak^.^^^ 
the  examination  of  the  accused,  not  on  oath,  but  th^  cf  :t*t1 
depositions  of  the  witnesses  upon  oath;  therefore^^'^^' ^^^ 
where  the  prisoner's  examination  has  been  taken  oix^>  ^ 
oath,  it  is  admissible.  In  the  case  of  M.  v.  Tubby \SS^^^ 
5  C.  &  P.  630  ;  a.  V.  Leunsy  6  C.  &  P.  161 ;  JR.  v-^  - 
DavieSj  ib.  177,  the  person  whose  sworn  evidenc#^>  ^^  ° 
was  proposed  to  be  given,  was  in  effect  in  the  8am#.#^*^-*^ 
position  as  though  he  had  been  under  examina^i^^^^^^ 
tion  before  a  magistrate.  The  cases  of  R.  r.  Hatoartl^^''^^^ 
4  C.  &  P.  254 ;  R.  v.  Ooldshede,  1  C.  &  K.  667 
R.  V.  Wheater,  2  Mood.  C.  C.  45,  shew  that  tb 
mere  fact  of  the  statement  being  made  on  oath,  is  n 
objection  to  its  admissibility.  Secondly.  The  maxii 
of  law  is  nemo  tenetur  prodere  seipsum ;  not  nei 
pemdttitur.;  and  that  maxim  is  an  exception  to  tl 
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^ral  rule,  that  every  subject  of  this  realm  is  bound       1847. 

to      give  evidence  relevant  to  an  issue  between  the    garbbtt's 

parties.     In  Paxton  v.  Douglas,   16  Vesey,  242,  3,        Case. 

'--ord  Eldon  held,  that  the  witness  might  answer  if  he 

'ifced,  and  that  the  result  depended  on  the  discretion 

of    the  witness.     There  are  several  cases  in   equity 

'^hich  shew,  that  the  witness  may  deprive  himself  of 

^tie   privilege  in  question  by  a  particular  course  of 

proceeding.     In  the  E.  I.  Co.  v.  A  tkins,  1  Strange, 

168,  the  Chancellor  said,  "What  is  the  defence  in 

this  case  ?     It  is  that  the  defendant  is  not  bound  to 

discover  what  will  subject  him  to  a  penalty.     It  is 

^^sisting  that  the  plaintiffs  have  no  right  to  demand 

that  discovery.     It  is  a  negative  privilege  allowed  by 

the  law,  that  a  man  mayy  if  he  please^  refuse  to  discover 

*  matter  tJiat  will  subject  him  to  penalties  ;  *     *     If 

^  man  will  waive  such  a  privilege,  surely  he  may ;  it 

^^  not  a  thing  prohibited  by  the  law."     This  shews 

^fcat  the  witness  may,  by  his  own  act,  waive  the  pri- 

ilege ;  and  this  is  confirmed  by  the  judgment  of 

ART  V.  C,  in  Green  v.  Weaver^  1  Simons,  427,  &c., 

here  Lord  Eldon's  dictum  in  Paxton  v.  Douglas^ 

6  Vesey,  is  explained  and  limited.     Now,  if  this  be 

privilege,  the  same  rule  is  applicable  to  it  as  to  all 

ther  privileges;  the  party  may  use  it  so  as  to  protect 

imself,  but  not  so  as  to  injure  others.     Hence,  Lord 

ENTERDEN' ruled,  that  if  a  witness  waive  his  privilege 

iar  as  to  answer  part  of  the  questions  tending  to 

ximinate  him,  he  cannot  be  exempted  from  answering 

tVie  remainder;  East  v.  Chapmariy  1  N.  &  M.  48, 

^  Phillipp's  Ev.  p.  418.     It  would  be  monstrous  if  it 

'^ere  otherwise ;  for,  in  that  case,  it  would  amount  to 

^^  privilege  to  the  witness  to  garble  the  facts ;  but  his 

P^vilege  is  to  be  silent ;  if  not  silent,  he  is  hound  to 

^peak  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but 

^'^e  truth.  See  too  Shman  v.  Ketiy,  3  Y.  &  Coll.  673. 

Vol.  I.  T 
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1847.  If  ^^^^  ^hi8  be  a  mere  privilege,  and  may,  therefore,  b 
Garbett's  ^^^^^^»  ®°^  ^°^  which  is  waived  ipso  factOy  if  a  part; 
Case.  chooses  to  go  at  all  into  the  transaction,  how  can  it  b 
contended  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Judge  to  warn  th 
witness  not  to  criminate  himself?  There  is  no  aatho 
rity  to  shew  that  it  is  the  Judge's  duty  to  caution  tb 
witness.  From  what  Lord  Tenterden  is  reported  t 
have  said,  in  JEast  v.  Chapman^  1  N.  &  M.  48,  i 
would  seem  not  to  be  so.  There  the  witness,  havinj 
HHSwered  one  or  two  questions,  was  pressed  furthef 
and  then  appealed  to  the  Court  for  protection,  but  hi 
Lordship  said,  "  You  might  have  refused  to  answer  a 
all ;  but  having  partially  answered,  you  are  now  boom 
to  give  the  whole  truth."  See  also,  Thomas  v.  Newton 
in  note  to  that  case — where  Lord  Tenterden  said,  tha 
the  objection  belonged  to  the  witness,  and  would  no 
allow  the  counsel  in  the  cause  to  argue  it,  or  even  (a 
it  seems)  to  take  it  for  him.  See  too  per  Lord  Ellen 
BOROUGH  in  Lord  Cochrane* s  cascj  p.  194.  But  it  i 
said  on  the  other  side,  that  here  the  witness  did  pa 
himself  under  the  protection  of  the  Court,  but  tha 
protection  was  refused,  and  he  was  directed  to  answei 
But  on  looking  at  the  mode  in  which  the  objection  wa 
taken,  it  seems  clear  that,  if  this  be  a  privilege,  whic 
the  witness  must  assert  in  order  to  avail  himself  of,  h 
had  already  gone  too  far  to  have  exercised  it  at  ai 
without  garbling  the  truth.     The  defence  must  hai 

• 

been,  that  the  acceptance  was  neither  in  the  defeni 
ant's  handwriting,  nor  put  there  by  his  authoritr 
He  says,  in  his  cross-examination.  *'  The  stamp  nev 
was  out  of  my  possession  till  it  was  handed  to  Ai 
Phillips."  He  was  then  asked, ''  Had  you  Mr.  BootM 
authority  to  accept  it?"  Ans.  "  I  had  not."  Afte 
wards  he  is  asked,  ^^  Did  he  not  write  you  a  letter 
&c.,  &c.,  &c.,  and  then  at  last  the  witness  said,  **lm 
in  the  hands  of  the  Court."    Lord  Denman  then  saS 
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A*. 


must  be  answered/'     So  here,  for  the  first  time,       1847, 
takes  the   objection.     The  object  of  the  cross-    garbbtt's 
^Lmination  was  to  see  whether  the  bill  was  accepted       ^^®* 
l>y    JBooth,  or  by  his  authority  ;  or  to  falsify  the  state- 
of  the  witness.     The  witness  answers  all  the  pre- 
questions,  knowing  what  the  issue  is  between  the 
p^t^rties,  and  what  he  came  to  prove. 

-/Vlderson  B. — He  never   gave   any   evidence  in 

c^ief ;  he  was  only  put  in  as  an  act  of  charity  ;  one 

short-hand  writer  said  that  he  only  took  down  the 

cross-examination ;  another  said,  that  he  took  down  all 

^hcit  was  said ;  and,  therefore,  it  is  clear  that  no  question 

^'^as  put  in  chief  to  shew  that  the  acceptance  was 

forged.     It  makes  a  material  difference  whether  the 

criminating  matter  is  first  introduced  on  cross-exami- 

i^ation,  or  whether  he  had  already  admitted  it  in  his 

examination  in  chief. 

\Villes.  Where  a  witness  in  a  matter  directly  in 
^^9ue  has  inadvertently  gone  into  part  of  a  transaction, 
he  must  answer  the  whole  truth ;  but  it  may  be  other- 
wise, when  a  witness  has  done  so  in  a  merely  collateral 
naatter. 

It  may  also  be  observed  that  the  witness  does  not 
^em  to  have  objected  to  answer,  in  order  to  protect 
Wnaself,  but  to  prevent  the  giving  up  the  name  of  the 
^ther  person  who  was  in  the  room.  But  be  that  as  it 
^ay,  he  had  stated  so  much  without  objection,  that 
the  Judge  was  bound  to  require  him  to  go  on,  in  order 
^  prevent  the  truth  being  garbled. 

CoLTMAN  J. — But  it  was  not  voluntary  on  his  part 
^J^swering  any  of  these  questions ;  he  was  forced  to 

WiUes.  He  might  have  objected  at  the  outset,  and 
^ot  having  done  so,  he  laid  himself  open  to  cross- 
examination  on  the  whole  case. 

The  position  contended  for  on  the  other  side,  that 

t2 
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1847.      the  Judge,  on  the  trial  of  the  indictment,  had  a  discre- 
Garbett's  ^^"^°  ^"  deciding  whether  the  statement  was  admissible 

Case.  or  no,  and  whether  the  Judge  who  tried  the  cause 
ought  or  ought  not  to  have  permitted  the  question, 
leads  to  innumerable  difficulties,  if  not  impossibilities. 
For  the  Court  would  have  to  inquire  whether  the 
prisoner  took  the  objection  ;  whether  he  was  cautioned, 
and  countless  other  matters  would  have  to  be  gone 
into,  all  of  which  the  Judge  who  tried  the  cause 
would  have  before  him,  but  of  which  the  Judge  at  the 
second  trial  could  have  but  very  imperfect  evidence, 
and  probably  none  at  all.  Therefore,  it  will  be  im- 
possible to  constitute  the  second  Court  a  Court  of 
Appeal  from  the  first. 

There  is  an  observation  to  be  made  respecting  the 
admitted  exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  that  a  man 
is    bound    to    answer    the  whole    truth ;    and   that 
any   statement    in    such    answer    may  be    used    as   . 
evidence  against  himself.     All  those  exceptions  are  - 
well  known,  and  commonly  acted  upon ;  if  this  were  — 
one  it  would  be  by  this  time  as  well  defined,  and  fully^^ 
acknowledged  as  the  others  :  it  is  not  so. 

Now,  a  statement  made  by  a  party  which  amounts 
to  a  confession  of  his  own  guilt,  is  always  evidenc 
against  him,  except  in  two  cases ;  one  is,  where  th 
motive  of  the  confession  was  such  as  to  render  its  trut 
doubtful,  as  where  a  prisoner  confesses  the  crim 
under  the  influence  of  a  promise  or  a  threat.  Ii 
R.  V.  Court,  7  C.  &  P.  486,  Littledale  J.  sai 
**  The  object  of  the  rule  relating  to  the  exclusion 
confessions,  is  to  exclude  all  confessions  which  ma_  ^ 
have  been  procured  by  the  prisoner  being  led  to  su 
pose  that  it  wnll  be  better  for  him  to  admit  himself 
be  guilty  of  an  offence  which  he  really  never 
mitted."  Another,  is  in  the  case  of  adultery,  wher 
from  reasons  of  policy,  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  w 
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not  pass  sentence  of  divorce  solely  on  the  confession  of       1847. 
the  parties.     Mor timer  y.  Mortimer j  '2  Haggard,  316;    garbbtt's 
Burn's  Ecc.  Law,  Philliroore Ed., p#604-5.  The  present        Case. 
statement   iails   within  neither  of  these  two   excep- 
tions, and  seems  to  be  an  ordinary  case  of  an  indirect 
admission  of  guilt,  which  is  always  considered  one  of 
the   most  satisfactory  classes  of  evidence.     Therefore, 
firstj  the  statement  being  on  oath,  does  not,  on  that 
account,  become  inadmissible.     Second.    Any  state- 
ment by  a  witness,  on  the  trial  of  an   issue  joined 
between  other  parties  is  evidence  against  him,  except 
in  the  case  of  certain  known  exceptions.     Third.  The 
privilege  of  not  criminating  himself,  may  be  waived, 
^nd  is  so  where  the  witness  has  not  objected  to  the 
Particular  course  of  examination  at  the  outset. 

M.  Chambers^  Q-  C,  replied. 

In  reference  to  an  observation,  that  the  statement 
^4^  the  prisoner  resembled  a  confession  made  under 
^tidue  influence,  Alderson  B.  said — "  Is  not  this  the 
^i*ue  ground  of  exclusion — that  his  liberty  of  refusing 

say  anything  on  the  subject  has  been  infringed — 
ither  than  that  his  evidence  is  not  receivable,  because 
■t  is  possibly  not  true  ?" 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Afterwards  the  Judges  met  to  consider  this  case; 
^»08t  of  them  twice.    Nine  of  them,  viz.  : — Parke  B., 
Alderson  B.,  Coltman  J.,   Maule  J.,   Rolfe   B., 
Nightman  J.,  Cresswell  J.,  Platt  B.,  and  Williams 
J.,  were  of  opinion,  that  if  a  witness  claims  the  protec- 
tion of  the  Court,  on  the  ground  that  the  answer  would 
tend  to  criminate  himself,  and  there  appears  reasonable 
ground  to  believe  that  it  would  do  so,  he  is  not  com- 
pellable to  answer;  and  if  obliged  to  answer,  notwith- 
standing, what  he  says  must  be  considered  to  have 
"Cen  obtained  by  compulsion,  and  cannot  be  given  in 
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1847.       evidence  against  him.     They  did  not  decide,  as  th 

Garbbtt'b  ^^^^  ^^d  ^^*  ^^  ^^^  ^^9  whether  the  mere  declaration  c 
Cwe*  the  witness  on  oath,  that  he  believed  that  the  answe 
would  tend  to  criminate  him,  would  or  would  no 
be  sufficient  to  protect  him  from  answering,  wber 
sufficient  other  circumstances  did  not  appear  in  th 
case  to  induce  the  Judge  to  believe  that  it  would  not 
The  above  nine  Judges  also  thought,  that  it  made  n< 
difference  in  the  right  of  the  witness  tx)  protection 
that  he  had  chosen  to  answer  in  part ;  being  of  opinio) 
that  he  was  entitled  to  it  at  whatever  stage  of  th 
inquiry  he  chose  to  claim  it,  and  that  no  answer  force 
from  him  by  the  presiding  Judge  (after  such  a  claim] 
could  be  given  in  evidence  against  him  ;  and  they  di 
not  consider  themselves  bound  by  the  ruling  of  Bbs 
C.  J.,  in  Dixon  v.  Vale,  I  C.  &  P.  278,  and  of  Lor 
Tenterden,  in  East  v.  Chapman,  2  C.  &  P.  673, 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Wilde  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B. 
Patteson  J.,  Coleridge  J.,  and  Erle  J.,  contra. 

MS.  Parke  B,      Patteson  J.  was  not  satisfied  that  the  witness  eve 
did  claim  the  protection  of  the  Court. 


1847.      THE    QUEEN   v.    HORATIO   NELSON    WES1 


An  instru-  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  Chief  Justice  Wilde  i 

ing  to  be  a  the  session  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  on  Saturda 

c&rth?'  ^he    19th  Jtme,   1847,  and  found  guilty  of  utterin 

I'^^ifon  eighty    forged    instruments,   hereinafter    mentionec 

Western  with  the  intent  alleged  in  the  indictment. 

Railway 

Company,  is 

not  a  receipt  and  acquittance,  nor  a  receipt,  nor  an  undertaking  for  the  payment  t 

money  within  stat.  1 1  Geo,  4  and  I  If^m.  4,  c.  66. 


V 
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The  indictmeDt  contained  ten  counts,  each  charging        1847. 
the  prisoner  with  the  utterance  of  eighty  forged  instru-  ""wmt^ 
ments,  the  only  distinction  between  the  counts  being       Case. 
in  the  description  of  the  instruments,  and  the  name  of 
the  person  intended  to  be  defrauded. 

The  1st  count  (a)  of  the  indictment  described  the 

i  ostroments  to  be  forged  acquittances  and  receipts  for 

money,  each  of  the  said  forged  acquittances  and  receipts 

for  money  purporting  to  be  an  acquittance  and  receipt 

for  the  sum  of  5/.,  with  intent,  &c. 

2nd  count.  To  be  eighty  forged  accountable  receipts 
for  money,  each  of  the  said  forged  accountable  receipts 
for  money,  purporting  to  be  an  accountable  receipt  for 
tile  sum  of  5/.,  with  intent,  &c. 

3rd  count.  To  be  eighty  forged  warrants  and  orders 
for  the  delivery  of  certain  securities  for  payment  of 
money,  each  of  the  said  forged  warrants  and  orders 
for  the  delivery  of  certain  securities  for  payment  of 
Woney,  purporting  to  be  a  warrant  and  order  for  the 
delivery  of  one  share  of  50/.  in  the  London  and  South 
Western  Railway  Company^  part  of  the  additional 
<^pital  raised  under  the  authority  of  a  special  general 
'Jieeting  of  proprietors,  held  on  the  17th  day  of 
^€>vemberj  1846,  and  the  resolutions  of  the  Court  of 
directors,  held  on  the  same  day,  and  of  the  value  of 
S/.,  with  intent,  &c. 

4th  count.  To  be  eighty  undertakings  for  the  pay- 

nient  of  money,  each  of  the  said  forged  undertakings, 

purporting  to  be  an  undertaking  for  the  payment  of 

interest,  at  the  rate  of  Hi  for  every  lOOZ.  by  the  year, 

OB  the  amount  of  money  paid  from  the  1st  day  of 

(«)  The  words  of  the  let  count  of  the  indictmeDt  were — "  feloniously 
^  offer,  utter,  dispose  of,  and  put  off  eighty  forged  acquittances  and  receipts 
^  money,  each  of  the  said  lorged  acquittances  and  receipts  for  money, 
POT^orting  to  be  an  acquittauce  and  recent  for  the  sum  of  five  pounds. 
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18*7.      January,  in  the  year  1847,  to  the  Ist  day  of  July 
Wgg,»g      in  the  year  1853,  in  respect  of  a  certain  share  of  50i. 
Case,       part  of  the  additional  capital  of  the  London  and  Soutl 
Western  Railway  Company ,  with  intent,  &c. 

5th  count.  To  be  eighty  forged  undertakings  foi 
the  payment  of  money,  with  intent,  &c. 

The  London  and  South  Western  Railwuy  Companx 
was  established  and  regulated  by  the  statutes  4  &  I 
Wm.  4,  c.  88,  and  2  Vkt.  c.  28. 

It  was  proved,  upon  the  trial,  that  it  was  determines 
by  the  company  in  November,  1846,  to  create  : 
number  of  new  shares,  and  that  a  bill  was  dependin] 
in  Parliament,  relating  to  such  new  shares. 

That  the  new  shares  had  been  allotted  to  the  oL 
proprietors. 

That  the  course  pursued  in  relation  to  the  ne" 
shares,  was,  that  letters  were  written  to  the  old  pr« 
prietors,  giving  them  the  option  of  subscribing  for  th 
new  shares,  and  that  new  shares  were  accordingi 
allotted  to  such  proprietors  as  desired  it.  The  alloi 
ment  being  intimated  by  a  letter  to  the  proprietoi 
who  was  required  therein  to  pay  a  deposit  of  5/.  p 
share  to  the  banker  of  the  company. 

That  the  proprietor  took  liis  letter  of  allotment 
the  banker,  and  paid  his  deposit  of  5L  a  share  accor* 
ingly,  and  the  banker  gave  a  receipt  for  the  amou : 
paid,  and  also  signed  the  letter  of  allotment  as 
voucher,  that  the  deposit  had  been  paid.  The  proprietc 
then  took  the  letter  of  allotment  so  signed  by  t6< 
banker  to  the  office  of  the  company,  and  there  received 
in  exchange,  an  instrument  signed  by  two  of  th( 
directors  in  the  form  of  the  eighty  instruments,  whicl 
are  the  subject  of  the  indictment,  and  which  instru 
ments  were  denominated  scrip,  and  the  instrument 
proved  to  have  been  uttered  by  the  prisoner  were  th 
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sane  id  form  and  contents  as  such  scrip.     A  copy  of      1847. 
the  instrument  is  annexed  hereto  (a).  ^West^s 

It  was  further  proved,  that  the  possession  of  the  scrip       Case. 
was  the  only  proof  required  by  the  company  of  the  title 
of  the  holder,  and  of  the  payment  of  the  deposit. 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution,  the  pri- 
soner's counsel  objected  that  the  eighty  instruments 
littered  by  the  prisoner  did  not  come  within  the 
description  of  those  mentioned  in  the  statute  of 
1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  ss.  3,  10,  26,  and  that 

(fl)  LONDON  AND  SOUTH  WESTERN  RAILWAY. 

New  Capital,  1846-7. 

One  Share,  £50. 

No, 

,  Tlie  holder  of  this  scrip  certificate  having  paid  the  deposit  of  £5, 
*i^ed  the  ParliameDtary  contract  and  subscriber's  agreement,  and 
Hrveed  to  pay  all  calls  in  respect  thereof,  is  the  proprietor  of  one  share  of 
^0,  part  of  the  additional  capital  raised  under  the  authority  of  the 
•pecial  general  meeting  of  proprietors,  held  on  the  17th  November,  1846, 
^Qd  the  resolutions  of  the  Court  of  Directors  held  the  same  day. 

Ilie  share  represented  by  this  scrip  certificate  will  bear  interest  at  the 
i^te  of  £5  per  cent,  per  annum  on  the  amount  paid,  from  the  Ist  January, 
1847,  to  the  1st  Juiy,  1853,  after  which  latter  date  it  will  rank  with  the 
original  stock,  and  share  rateabiy  in  the  nett  profits  of  the  company. 

See  also  10th  resolution  of  the  Court  of  Directors,  1 7th  November, 
J  846,  on  the  back  hereof. 

Dated  the  1st  day  of  January,  1847. 
Entered,  J.  L.  Eyre,       \  t^.      . 

Alfred  Morgan,  H.  C.  Lacey.    /^"^ectors. 

Treasurer. 
This  scrip  certificate  will  be  exchanged  for  a  certificate  of  registration, 
wben  an  Act  of  Parliament,  authorizing  the  creation  of  the  said  additional 
capital  shall  have  been  obtained. 

Indorsement. 

10th.   That  if  in  the  ensuing  session  of  Parliament  no  act  shall  be 

passed  for  any  extension  of  this  railway,  or  for  authorizing  any  railway 

to    be  wholly  or  partly  executed  out  of  capital  to  be  furnished  by  this 

poinpany,  all  expenses  incurred  with  reference  to  the  subjects  mentioned 

u&  the  report  made  this  day  by  the  directors  to  the  shareholders,  shall  be 

paid  oQt  of  the  general  funds  of  the  company,  and  the  said  scrip  receipts 

sball  be  called  in,  and  the  amounts  paia  thereon  shall  in  such  manner 

^pon  such  terms,  and  at  such  times  as  the  Board  of  Directors  in  their 

uiacretion  shall  think  proper,  be   consolidated   and   converted  into  a 

P^^tnortionate  number  of  new  shares  of  £50  or  of  £40  (as  the  case  may  be), 

^ ,  be  considered  as  fully  paid  up,  and  to  enjoy  the  same  rights  and 

privileges,  and  to  be  subject  to  the  same  liabilities  (except  in  respect  of 

calls),  as  the  new  shares  of  £50  and  £40,  created  under  the  9  Vict.  c.  196, 

*^  respectively  entitled  and  subject  to,  or  as  near  thereto  as  circumstances 

'^U  admit. 
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1847.      the  utterance  of  them  was  not  an  offence  within  the 
WssT's      statute. 
^^^^*  The  learned  Chief  Justice  reserved  the  question  for 

the  opinion  of  the  Judges. 

On  13th  of  November^  1847,  this  case  was  argued 
before  all  the  Judges,  except  Patteson  J.,  Cresswel 
J.,  and  Platt  B.,  who  were  absent. 

BaUaniyne  for  the  prisoner.  The  instruments  i 
question  are  described  in  different  counts  of  the  in 
dictment  as  acquittances  and  receipts,  as  accountabl 
receipts,  as  warrants  and  orders,  and  as  undertaking^r^ 
for  the  payment  of  money.  First.  They  are  not^^ci 
receipts  at  all,  either  accountable  or  other.  The  ecu 
of  proceeding  as  described  in  the  case  shews  this ;  fo 
in  order  to  obtain  a  genuine  instrument  of  this  natu 
a  party,  to  whom  a  share  has  been  allotted,  presen 
his  letter  of  allotment  to  the  banker, — pays  5/. 
share,  and  then  has  a  receipt  given  to  him  by  th 
banker,  who  also  signs  the  letter  of  allotment  as  a* 
additional  voucher;  the  party  having  got  that  receip' 
takes  the  letter  of  allotment,  so  signed  by  the  banke 
to  the  office  of  the  company,  and  there  receives,  i 
exchange  for  it,  an  instrument  in  the  form  of  the  doc 
ment,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  present  indictmen 
Thus,  at  the  time  of  his  receiving  this  document, 
is  in  possession  of  a  receipt ;  therefore,  it  is  presumab 
that  it  was  intended  not  as  a  receipt,  but  as  somethin 
else.  For,  if  it  be  contended  that  it  is  a  second  receip 
the  form  of  the  instrument  itself  seems  to  negati^r^^ 
that,  and  to  shew  that  it  operates  in  quite  a  differerv 
manner,  and  was  intended  so  to  do.  The  mere  reel 
in  the  scrip  certificate  that  the  holder  has  paid  5l 
cannot  make  it  a  receipt.  If  so,  every  deed  reciting  a 
consideration  paid  becomes  a  receipt;  and  no  letter 
admitting  a  payment,  could  be  given  in  evidence  with- 
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out  a  stamp.    M.  v.  Harvey ^  R.  &  R.  Cr.  C,  227,      1847* 
ii?B  that  a  mere  recital  of  a  fact,  which  may  be  "wkst^b 
eipred  as  an  admission  of  a  payment  having  been        C^®- 
ade,  but  was  not,  properly  speaking,  a  receipt,  can- 
ot  be  turned  into  a  receipt  by  construction.     When 
case  was  decided,  it  was  necessary  to  set  out  at 
ngth  in  the  indictment  the  instrument  alleged  to  be ' 
rged ;  and  though  since  stat.  2  &  3  Wm.  4,  c.  123, 
•   3,  the  instrument  need  not  be  set  out  in  full,  but 
ay  be  described  in  such  manner  as  would  sustain  a 
^>UDt  for  larceny,  that  alteration  in  the  law  does  not 
iFect  this  case,  for  the  same  evidence  must  be  given 
ow  as  was  required  then ;  and,  therefore,  as  it  was 
ecessary  before  the  statute  to  set  out  an  instrumetit 
hieb  appeared  on  its  face  to  be  the  subject  of  an 
xidictment,  or  if  ambiguous  was  shewn  to  be  such  by 
ferments,  and  to  prove  such  instrument  in  evidence, 
i^^  is  equally  necessary  still  to  prove  such  an  instrument 
5  ».  evidence,  though  in  the  indictment  it  need  only  be 

according  to  its  legal  effect.     In  the  above 
the  instrument  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  indict- 
not  to  be  a  receipt;  in  this  case  it  equally 
ppeared  not  to  be  so  when  produced  in  evidence  ;  and 
"^Ixough,  where  the  character  of  an  instrument  is  on  the 
of  it  doubtful,  collateral  evidence  is  admissible  to 
ew  that  it  really  is  what  it  is  alleged  to  be  in  the 
crments,  no  collateral  evidence  can  convert  an  in- 
*^^^iiment  into  a  receipt,  when  on  its  face  it  clearly  is 
^^>mething  else ;  and  in  this  case,  even  if  it  be  con- 
^^ciered  doubtful  on  its  face,  the  evidence  has  not 
^^udered  it  less  so.     In  Clark  v.  Newsam,  Law  Times, 
^^wc,    1847,   the  Court  of   Exchequer   {May  24th, 
1  %47)  seems  to  have  held  that  an  instrument,  which 
^^^8  precisely  the  same  as  this,  with  the  exception  of 
^^e  indorsement  on  this,  which  does  not  affect  the 
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1847.       question,  was  not  a  receipt  within  the  statute,  andtha 
W,gT*8       ^^^  forging  of  it  was  not  a  felony. 
Ca»e.  Secondly.     If  not  receipts  at  all,  they  are  not  withi 

the  second  set  of  countsi 

M.  D.  Hilly  Q.  C.     I  shall  not  rely  on  the  thi 
set  of  counts. 

Fourthly  and  Fifthly.  They  are  not  undertakin 
for  the  payment  of  money.  In  this  scrip  certificai 
who  undertakes  to  pay  what  to  whom  ?  Is  it  an  unde 
taking  to  pay  money  to  the  holder  of  the  scrip,  or 
any  one  Z — or  to  pay  money  at  all  ?  It  only  shew 
that  if  the  holder  complies  with  certain  requisites,  1 


shall,  on  a  certain  contingency,  be  entitled  to  acertai 
something,  which  is  called  a  share,   but  is  neithi 
money  nor  (necessarily)  money's  worth.     In  Jacksc:^^ 
v.  Cocker y  4  Beavan,  64,  Lord  Lanodale  says,  **KIn 
this,  as  in  all  other  cases  of  the  kind,  the  persons  wl:^c} 
subscribe  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  act,  and  tinmc 
fruits  of  the  act,  very  naturally  proportion  their  sa 
scriptions  to  the  amount  of  the  shares,  which  they  desL 
either  to  possess  or  to  have  the  means  of  dealing  wit.  ^ ; 
and  their  hopes  or  expectations  of  obtaining  shares,       or 
the  right  to  deal  with  shares,  have  been  commonly,  b^ot 
very  erroneously,  called  *  shares.'     But  the  act  aloi^BQ^i 
when  passed,  constitutes  shares  and  make  them  tra^^ros- 
ferable."      If  the  act  is  not  passed,   no   shares  ^s-  ^^^ 
issued,  and  he  is  not  entitled  to  anything. 

Alderson  B. — Yes,  he  is  entitled  to  shares  in  r  ^^^ 
old  stock. 

Ballantyne,  Then  the  contingency  is  twofold  ;e  J  " 
the  act  passes  he  may  get  shares, — if  he  accepts  shar:^^  ^^^ 
he  is  entitled  to  money  ;  but  if  he  does  not,  t-^^*^'* 
instrument  alone  would  not  entitle  him  to  any  mon»  -^^Z- 

M.  D.  Hill,  Q.  C,  for  the  Crown. 

The  Stat.    1 1    Geo.  4  and   1   Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.      JO, 
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speaks  of  "an  acquittance  or  receipt  for  money  or       1847. 
goods."     This  is  both  a  receipt  and  an  acquittance.      wes^T" 
Suppose  A.  writes  to  B.  offering  to  make  him  a  present,        Case, 
the  offer  is  intercepted  by  C,.who  forges  the  receipt  of 
5.,  and  presents  it  to  A.j  who  thereupon  gives  him  the 
present ; — would  not  that  be  a  forgery? 

Maule  J. — Would  it  be  a  forgery  to  write  to  a  man 
— **  Sir  I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your 
obliging  letter,  and  return  you  many  thanks  for  your 
kind  present  of  10/. 

I  am  Sir, 
Your  obedient  Servant, 
T.  Smith.*' 

Would  that  be  an  acquittance  ?  No.  For  the  giver  is 
quit  before  he  gives  the  present.  There  is  nothing 
^hich  it  is  an  acquittance  of.  He  need  not  give  the 
present  at  all.  But  your  argument  must  go  the  length 
t)f  holding  that  to  be  an  acquittance. 

M.  D.  HilU  Q.  C.  Certainly.  The  act  seems  to 
distinguish  a  receipt  from  an  acquittance.  It  says 
** receipt  or  acquittance,"  and  seems  to  have  contem- 
plated some  such  case  of  acquittance,  where  the  pay- 
Bient  was  voluntary,  and  not  merely  such  receipts  as 
^re  themselves  acquittances  (a).     It  is  contended  that 

(a)  The  stat.  43  Oeo.  3,  c.  127»  s.  5   (Stamp  Act),  speakiD^  with 

ccfereoce  to  debts  or  claims,  uses  the  words  receipt,  discbarge,  acquittance, 

^  synonymous.     "  And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for 

^^y  person  or  persons,  or  any  agent  or  agents  of  any  person  or  persons, 

jTmn  tokom  any  gum  or  sums  of  money  shall  be  due  or  payable,  or  claimed  to 

^  due  or  pay  Ale,  and  who  shall  have  paid  such  sum  or  sums  of  money, 

to  provide  a  piece  of  paper,  vellum  or  parchment,  duly  stamped  with  the 

proper  duty,  and  according  to  the  amount  of  the  sum  or  sums  so  paid  as 

foresaid,  or  some  higher  rate  of  duty  in  this  act  contained,  and  to 

dcQiaQd  and  require  of  the  person  or  persons  entitled  to  such  sum  or 

■nins  of  money,  or  any  agent  or  agents  to  whom  the  same  shall  have  been 

Piud,  a  receipt,  discharge  and  acquittance  for  such  sum  or  sums  of  money, 

^nd  also  the  amount  of  the  duty  thereon  as  aforesaid,  and  if  any  person 

to  whom  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  shall  have  been  paid  as  aforesaid, 

shall  refuse  to  give  such  receipt,  discharge  and  acquittance  upon  demand 

thereof,  or  to  pay  the  amount  thereof  as  aforesaid,  every  such  person 

shall  forfeit  and  pay  for  every  such  offence  the  sum  of  ten  pounds,  to  be 
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1847.      collateral  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  prove  this  to  be 

West's       ^  receipt. 

^^^^'  Ballantyne.    No,  only  that  all  the  evidence  adduced 

did  not  prove  it  to  be  so;  that  the  proof  ftiiled. 

M.  D.  HilU  Q.  C.  In  Q.  v.  Rogers,  9  C.  &  P.  4U 
the  instrument  on  the  face  of  it  was  not  like  an  ordevi 
for  the  payment  of  money,  but  the  evidence.of  th» 
course  of  proceeding  shewed  it  to  be  such.  So  here 
the  instrument,  coupled  with  the  evidence  of  the  course, 
of  proceeding  upon  it,  shewed  it  to  be  a  receipt.  Fo'^^"5c 
the  holder  agreed  to  take  shares,  then  had  a  letter  oc^  c 
allotment,  then  paid  6/.,  then  had  an  undertaking  giver ^^  -ei 
to  him  in  virtue  of  such  payment,  the  receipt  of  whicr^:^.cl] 
was  therein  acknowledged,  which  undertaking  was  t^  to 
give  him  interest,  i.  e.  money. 

CoLTMAN  J. — It  is  contended  that  the  6/.  murt  bzM  be 
paid  as  a  debt. 

M.  £>.  Hill,  Q.  C.  What  is  there  to  shew  that  thB'-^lbe 
holder  was  not  discharging  an  obligation  when  he  pasr^j^id 
51.  ?   There  was  an  agreement  that  he  should  do  8^^»  so. 

If  then  an  agreement  de  facto,  why  not  de  ju$ "  ^  ^rc, 
there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  to  she^^ew 
•that  it  was  not  so.  If  it  is  argued,  that  it  was  invalid  S  Jidi 
it  must  be  shewn  to  be  so  on  its  face.  If  not,  it  muK-^ust 
be  presumed  valid.     If  then  it  is  valid,  it  operates  s  ^ 

an  accountable  receipt,  being  an  acknowledgment  V  ^y 
the  S.  W.  Railway  Company,  that  they  have  receive  "^^^ 
5i,  and  hold  it  on  account  of  the  holder  of  the  8criS:**'^P' 


recovered  as  any  penalty  may  be  recovered  ander  the  said  recited 

Coiff.  Lyon* 9  case,  2  Leach,  Cr.  C.  604,  in  ary,  Sembie — in  the  case  of  a  iIubp~^  '^^^ 
ever3r  receipt  is  an  acquittance,  but  every  acquittance  is  not  a  receipl;  ^  ^>  *'* 
acquittance  is  the  legal  result  of  a  receipt:    but  there  maj  be  ^  f 

acquittance  without  a  receipt,  as  where  A.  acquits  B.  of  a  debt     ^^  " 
consideration  of  bis  having  done  something  instead  of  paying  the  vnao^^^^' 
Again,  every  receipt  is  a  discharge,  but  every  discharge  is  not  a  reoe^  ^^f^ 
Thus,  if  a  creditor  makes  his  debtor  executor,  the  wUl  is  (imder  8O^c=30V 
circumstances)  a  discharge,  and  an  acquittance  to  the  debtor,  but  is  r^      "^ 
a  receipt  as  regards  the  creditor. 
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As  to  the  objection,  that  if  a  receipt  it  is  a  second  one,       1847. 
as  the  banker  had  given  one  before,  the  answer  is,  that  ""wkbt^s 
by  the  course  of  proceeding,  two  receipts  are  given  in       ^®®' 
such  cases.  Clark  v,  Newsam,  Law  Times,  June^  1847, 
does  not  apply,  the  Court  had  to  deal  with  the  instru- 
ment alone,  unexplained  by  extrinsic  evidence ;  there 
was  nothing  to  shew  the  course  of  dealing  with  the 
instrument. 

Alderson  B In  R.  v.  Harvey^  R.  &  R.  227,  the 

averment  that  a  debt  was  due  from  Chinnery^  shews 
what  the  pleaders  of  those  days  thought  a  receipt 
meant,  that  it  was  not  such  a  receipt  as  you  suggest. 

M.  D.  Hill,  Q.  C.  The  document  here  is  also 
rightly  described  in  the  last  count  as  an  undertaking 
to  pay  money ;  it  is  an  undertaking  by  the  company 
to  pay  interest  on  the  shares.  It  recites,  that  the 
holder  is  the  proprietor  of  a  share ;  that  he  has  done 
certain  things,  and  undertakes  to  pay  him  interesL 
Now,  a  share  has  two  meanings,  either  the  legal 
interest  in  the  company's  undertaking,  or  a  document ' 
setting  forth  the  nature  and  amount  of  such  interest ; 
the  latter  is,  in  truth,  only  evidence  of  the  former,  and, 
as  not  unfrequently  happens,  has  been  confounded 
with  the  thing  itself.  Here  it  means  the  very  thing  ' 
itself;  and  the  company  undertake  to  pay  interest, 
which  can  be  nothing  but  money,  to  the  holder  of  this 
instrument,  who,  on  tlie  face  of  it,  is  declared  to  be  a 
proprietor  of  a  share. 

Alderson  B. — The  company  does  not  seem  to 
undertake  absolutely,  but  only  upon  a  contingency. 

Parke  B. — In  i?.  v.  Stones  supra,  p.  18,  a 
guaranty  was  held  to  be  an  undertaking  within  the 
act ;  but  a  guaranty  is  not  a  contingent  undertaking, 
but  a  positive  undertaking  to  pay  on  the  occurrence  of 
a  contingent  event. 

M.  D.  Hill.     If  on  any  contingency  the  interest 
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1847.       might  become  payable,  this  is  an  undertaking  withi:  f  ^-iim 

YImbt'b      ^^^  statute. 
Cwe.  On     Saturday y    the    20th   November j   Ballantyw^  ^^fj^^ 

replied  before  the  same  Judges. 

The  argument  on  the  other  side  amounts  to  this : -^ 

that  because  the  instrument  contains  matter  frov  «^>o/2} 
which  a  receipt,  an  acquittance,  and  an  undertakindK-  wtjg 
may  be  inferred,  therefore  it  is  one,  some,  or  all  »  of 

those  three  things, — that  is  to  say,  that  the  whole  is 

the  same  as  any  one  of  its  parts,  and  is  actually  som^H:7e, 
one,  or  other  of  them,  though  those  parts  are  i  -iil 
different,  and  the  whole  instrument  is  nothing  but  tl 
joint  result  of  all  those  different  parts  combined.  TWm* 
bare  statement  of  this  position  is  its  best  refutatioTi. 
Then,  as  to  undertakings  to  pay  money  on  a  contin- 
gency being  within  the  act:  that  is  certainly  so;  but 
they  must  be  positive  undertakings  to  pay  money.  This 
is  a  contingent  undertaking,  for  it  leaves  it  in  doubt 
what  the  party  undertaking  will  do.  The  nature  of 
the  undertaking  itself  depends  on  the  occurrence  of  a 
contingency;  it  is  like  a  contingent  guaranty,  which 
would  be  a  contingent  undertaking  to  pay  on  a  con* 
tingency,  and,  therefore,  might  be  no  guaranty  at  all. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

MS.  Parke  B.  Afterwards,  eight  of  the  Judges,  (Pollock  C.  B., 
Parke  B.,  Alderson  B.,  Coleridge  J.,  Coltman  J., 
Maule  J.,  RoLFE  B.,  and  Williams  J.),  were  of 
opinion,  that  the  instrument  did  not  purport  to  be  a 
receipt  aiid  acquittance  (it  being  necessary  to  prove 
that  it  purported  to  be  both  upon  this  indictment;,  nor 
even  a  receipt  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  It 
was  not  a  receipt  in  ordinary  parlance,  nor  made  with 
intent  of  being  such,  thougli  it  might  be  used  as 
evidence  of  a  payment  of  the  deposit;  but  that  any 
written  paper  capable  of  being  so  used  was  not  a 
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reeeipt,  as,  for  instance,  a  letter  written  by  a  landlord      1847. 
to  a  third  person,  saying  that  his  tenant  had  duly  paid  "wbst^ 
his  rent  (a).  Case. 

On  the  other  hand,  Lord  Denman,  Wilde  C.  J., 
W  lOHTMAN  J.,  and  Erle  J.,  thought  that  the  instru- 
ment was,  on  the  face  of  it,  an  acknowledgment  of  the 
payment  of  the  deposit,  and  was,  therefore,  a  receipt 
for  that  sum. 

CoLTMAN  J.,  thought  it  was  an  undertaking  for 
the  payment  of  money.  Lord  Denman,  and  Wilde 
O.  J.,  doubted  whether  it  were  so,  but  gave  no  opinion  ; 
and  the  rest  of  the  Judges  were  of  opinion  that  it  was 
not.  They  thought  it  was  only  an  undertaking  to 
deliver  shares  bearing  interest,  not  that  the  interest 
should  be  paid ;  as  an  undertaking  to  deliver  a  bond, 
for  the  payment  of  money  with  interest,  would  be  no 
undertaking  for  the  payment  of  money. 

(a)  It  seems  to  have  been  held  that  the  instrument  was  not  a  receipt 

^*^d  am  acqmittance,  because  there  was  no  antecedent  debt;   and  the 

^&]ori^  of  the  Judges  held  it  to  be  no  receipt  at  all.  Qiuere,  whether  the 

y^^^'fhn  of  the  instrument  itself  does  not  prevent  it  being  viewed  as  a 

''«oe^  F*'T%e  hMer,  Sec,  having  paid  the  deposit  of  5/.,"  &c.— This  clearly 

^^'ntemplates  a  tranter  of  the  scnp :  but  can  it  be  viewed  as  an  acknow- 

^^Ifiment  of  the  actual  receipt  of  5/.  from  any  one  who  may  chance  to  be 

^^  holder  f  And  would  the  loMt  holder  of  a  series  be,  in  all  cases,  deemed 

^  Have  paid  the  deposit,  though  it  might  be  notorious  that  he  had  not 

P^d  it,  but  had  only  bought  the  scrip  in  the  market,  possibly  for  less  than 

^*  ^    If  so,  it  could  only  be  by  a  fiction  of  law,  or  by  such  a  process  of 

^^^stmctive  interpretation  as  would  be  dangerous  in  the  decision  of 

^'^txiinal  cases.   It  would  seem  that  a  receipt,  strictl v  speaking,  either  for  a 

^y'ment,  gift,  loan  or  deposit,  is  a  document  written  oy  an  actual  receiver  or 

^*^  agent,  intended  to  convey  an  acknowledgment  to  an  actual  giver  or  hie 

^cit/  of  having  received  something  from  such  giver,  and  to  supply  such  giver 

7^^^  proqf  of  the  transaction.    If  this  defimtion  be  correct,  the  above 

j^i^^trument  fails  in  two  essential  points.     1.  It  is  not  an  acknowledgment 

'^   ^D  actual  giver,  but  only  to  tne  holder,  who  may  be  notoriously  not 

2^  actual  giver.    2.  It  is  not  an  acknowledgment  of  having  received  it 

-y'^'^'ii  the  actual  giyer,  for  the  same  reason.    Some  coufusion  seems  to 

^^Ve  arisen  from  mistaking  evidence  of  a  receipt,  for  a  receipt  itself,  and 

2?^'^n9  a  thing  as  a  receipt,  only  because  it  may,  under  certain  circum- 

^^t^ces,  be  equivalent  in  effect  to  a  receipt :  e.  g.,  an  admission  by  J,  to 

^*  of  having  received  something  from  C. ;  or,  a  private  memorandum  by 

"^^  of  such  a  receiving.     In  neither  would  the  writing  be  intended  to 

fpt^vey  an  acknowledgment  to  the  actual  giver,  although  it  would  be 

^^^ence  of  a  receipt  against  the  writer,  and  therefore,  in  some  cases,  be 

^^ivalent  in  effect  to  a  receipt.    Such  writing  would,  therefore,  in  no 

'Q  require  a  stamp. 

VOJ-  I.  U 
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(.SUMMER  ASSIZES,   1847.) 


1847. 


THE  QUEEN  v.  GEORGE  HAWES. 


In  an  indict- 
ment for 
bigamy, 
where  the 
fiwt  marriage 
was  solem- 
nised under 
the  provi- 
sions of  Stat 
6&7  Wm. 
4,  c  85,  the 
certificate 
authorized  by 
that  act,  and 
Stat.  6  &  7 
Wm.  4,  c.  86, 
8.  38,  coupled 
with  the 
identity  of 
the  parties 
is  sufficient 
primdfacie 
evidence  of 
such  mar- 
riage. 


The  prisoner  was  tried  and  found  guilty,  befor 
Chief  Baron,  for  bigamy,  at  the  Summer  assizi 
Liverpool^  1847.  The  indictment  was  in  the 
form,  certain  objections  were  taken  to  the  convi 
and  the  learned  Chief  Baron  discharged  him  o 
own  recognizance,  in  order  that  he  might  tak 
opinion  of  the  Judges  upon  the  points  submitt 
behalf  of  the  prisoner. 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  prisoner  was 
ried  to  his  first  wife  on  the  9th  July^  1841,  in  a 
called  the  Israelite  Sanctuary ^  (which,  although 
ing  that  name  was  not  Jewish).  The  first  mai 
professed  to  be  under  the  provisions  of  the  lat 
6  &  7  Wm.  4,  c.  85.  He  was  married  to  his  » 
wife  on  the  7th  September^  1846.  The  first  wif 
seen  alive  on  the  Saturday  previous  to  the  trial. 

To  prove '  the  validity  of  the  first  mar 
(which  alone  was  the  subject  of  question),  the 
father  of  the  first  wife  was  called  to  prove  h< 
present  at  the  marriage  of  the  prisoner  with  hit 
witness's)  step-daughter,  and  that  notice  of  the 
riage  was  duly  given  to  the  Superintendant  Regi 
(But  the  Superintendant  Registrar  did  not  prod^ 
on  his  examination ;  he  said,  if  he  had  received 
had  left  it  at  home).  The  prisoner  and  his  firsi 
lived  together  ten  months. 

The  Superintendant  Registrar  produced  the  re 
returned    to'  him    from    Whitehead,    the    regi 
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^^Mtehead^  the  registrar,  proved  that  he  was  present      1847. 
^t  the  marriage,  that  it  was  registered,  that  the  parties    hawbs's 
signed  their  names,  and  he  witnessed  it.  ^*f®- 

The  register  was  then  read, — 

Mr.  Higginbottom^  the  Superintendant  Registrar, 
produced  the  register  of  the  place  where  the  marriage 
'W^w  celebrated,  and  the  certificate  he  issued  was 
produced  and  proved  by  him. 

By  section  4  of  the  Marriage  Act,  (6  &  7  Wm.  4, 
c.  85),  it  is  enacted,  "That  in  every  case  of  marriage 
intended  to  be  solemnized  after,  &c.,  according  to  any 
form  authorized  by  this  act,  one  of  the  parties  shall 
give  notice  under  his  or  her  hand,  in  the  form  of 
Schedule  (A.)  to  this  act  annexed,  or  to  the  like  effect 
to  the  Superintendant  Registrar  of  the  district  within 
^hich  the  parties  shall  have  dwelt  for  not  less  than 
seven  days  then  next  preceding,  or  if  the  parties  dwell 
in  different  districts,  to  the  Superintendant  Registrar  of 
each  district,  the  notice  to  state  {inter  alia)  the  church 
or  other  building  in  which  the  marriage  is  to  be 
solemnized.** 

By  sec.  7,  "  After  the  expiration  of  (in  this  case) 
twenty-one  days  after  the  entry  of  such  notice,  the 
8uperintendantRegistrar,if  requested,  shall  issue  under 
ills  hand,  a  certificate  in  the  form  of  Schedule  (B).*' 

Sec.  14,  enacts,  ^'That  no  marriage  shall  be  solem- 
nized until  after  the  expiration  of  twenty-one  days 
^fVer  the  day  of  the  entry  of  such  notice  as  aforesaid.** 

By  sec.  20,  **  After  the  expiration  of  the  twenty-one 
deys  the  marriage  may  be  solemnized  in  the  registered 
building  stated  as  aforesaid  in  the  notice  of  such  mar- 
riage between  and  by  the   parties  described  in  the 
notice  and  certificate  according   to  such  form,  &c. 
Provided  that  every  such  marriage  shall  be  solemnized, 
with  open  doors,  between  the  hours  of  eight  and  twelve 
i^  the  forenoon,  in  the  presence,  &c.** 

u2 


i 
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1847.  By  sec.  42,  it  is  enacted,  "  That  if  any  persons  shall 

Hawbs's  l^oowingly  and  wilfully  intermarry,  &c.  in  any  place 
Case.  other  than  the  registered  building,  and  specified  in  the 
notice  and  certificate  as  aforesaid,  or  without  due 
notice  to  the  Superintendant  Registrar,  or  without  cer- 
tificate of  notice  duly  issued,  the  marriage  of  such 
persons,  except  in  any  case  hereinafter  excepted, 
(the  present  case  not  being  one),  shall  be  null  and 
void." 

By  sec.  26,  it  is  enacted,  "  That  after  any  marriagi 
shall  have  been  solemnized^  it  shall  not  he  necessary  in 
support  of  such  marriage  to  give  any  proof  of  the  actual 
dwelling  of  either  of  the  parties  previous  to  the  marriage 
within  the  district  wherein  such  marriage  was  solem- 
nized for  the  time  required  by  this  act^  or  of  the  consent 
of  any  person  whose  consent  thereunto  is  required  by 
law;  nor  shall  any  evidence  be  given  to  prove  the 
contrary  in  any  suit  touching  the  validity  of  Quch 
marriage." 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that  it 
was  incumbent  on  the  prosecution,  in  order  to  support 
their  case,  to  shew  that  the  first  marriage  was  cele- 
brated in  the  registered  building  specified  in  the 
notice  and  certificate.  To  prove  that  due  notice  had 
been  given  to  the  Superintendant  Registrar,  and  that 
the  certificate  of  the  notice  had  been  duly  issued,  and 
that  the  express  exception  in  sec.  25,  tends  to  establish 
the  necessity  of  proving  in  **  support  of  such  marriage" 
the  other  preliminaries  required  by  the  act. 

This  case  was  considered  by  the  Judges,  and  all 
who  were  present  held  the  conviction  to  be  correct. 

The  Stat.  6  &  7  Wm,  4,  c.  85,  provides  a  new  mode  of  creatiiig  tlie 
common  law  relation  of  husband  and  wife ;  that  relation,  when  created 
being  a  common  law  relation  may  (it  would  seem),  be  proved  by  radi 
evidence  as  was  sufficient  before  the  passing  of  the  act.  It  may  aim  be 
proved  in  the  mode  provided  by  that  act,  coupled  with  stat.  6  &  7  IF».4» 
c.  86, 8.  38,  f .  e.,  by  the  certificate  of  the  registrar  properly  authenticatadt 
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THE  QUEEN  v.  SAMUEL  ABBOn\  1847. 


*  Wi  prisoner  was  tried  at  Winchester,  before  E.  V.  Afalsepre- 
^^KLLiAMS  J.,  at  the  Summer  assizes,  1847,  for  ob-  bgiymadr" 
*^iiiing  money  under  false  pretences.  ^  ®°*"? 

rwn      •      •  •        •      money,  is 

The  indictment  stated,  that  the  prisoner,  having  in  iDdictable, 
*^'s  possession  divers  pounds  weight  of  cheese  of  little  money  be* 
^alue,   and  of  inferior  quality,  and  contriving  and  obtained  by 

•  -  me&ns  of  & 

intendmg  to  cause  it  to  be  believed  that  the  said  cheese  contract, 
was  of  good  flavour  and  excellent  quality,  and  also  prog^^tor 
having  in  his  possession  divers  pieces  of  cheese  called  ^»^  induced 

tc  ^  99     c  1  n  1  1.  1  *o  make  by 

tasters,  of  good  flavour,  taste,  and  quality,  and  con-  the  false  pre- 
triving  and  intending  to  cheat  one  William  Bennett  ^^^^ 
out  of  his  money  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  unlawfully  and 
knowingly  did  falsely  pretend  to  the  said  William 
Sennettj  that  the  said  pieces  of  cheese  called  **  tasters," 
which  he,  the  said  prisoner,  then  and  there  delivered 
to  the  said  William  Bennett^  were  part  of  the  said 
<^lieese  the  prisoner  then  offered  for  sale,  and  that  the 
^aid  cheese  was  of  good  and  excellent  quality,  flavour, 
and  taste,  and  that  every  pound  weight  was  of  the 
^alue  of  sixpence  halfpenny.     By  means  of  which  said 

^d  tbe  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  parties  mentioned  in  such  register. 
^^ct.  25  of  6  &  7  Wn*  4,  c.  85,  seems  to  make  such  certificate  not  only 
inclusive  evidence  of  a  marriage  in  fact,  t.  e„  of  tbe  performance  of  the 
^^i^mony,  but  also  of  the  actual  dwelling  of  the  parties  within  the  district 
^'^  the  requisite  time  before  such  ceremony,  and  of  the  consent  of  the 
P^i^ieB  whose  consent  may  be  requisite :  thereby  making  such  certificate 
^^  identity  of  the  parties  eouivalent  to  the  proof  required  to  establish  a 
J^^^ma^acie  case  of  marriage  before  the  act,  and  also  something  more,  by 
'Glaring  it  to  be  conclusive  evidence  of  certain  requisite  preliminaries. 

In  the  above  case,  it  seems  that  the  marriage  was  proved  by  a  person 

yHowaa  present  at  the  ceremony,  which  would  have  established  the  prtmtf 

/^°^  case  without  the  production  of  the  certificate ;  and  besides  that  by 

^'^  certificate  and  identity  of  the  parties.    It  is,  therefore,  diflicult  to  see 

^  l^hat  ground  any  objection  to  the  evidence  could  be  suggested. 
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1847.       false  pretences,  the  prisoner  did  then  and  there  unh 
Abbott's    ^"^^y  ^^^  fraudulently  obtain  of  and  from  the  s 

Caae.  William  Bennett^  one  piece  of  the  current  gold  « 
&c.,  &c.  of  the  monies  of  the  said  William  Benn 
with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  him  of  the  sa: 
Whereas,  the  said  pieces  of  cheese  which  the  priso 
delivered  to  William  Bennett  were  not  part  of  the  e 
cheese  ^hich  the  prisoner  offered  for  sale.  A 
whereas  the  said  cheese  was  not  of  good  and  excell 
quality,  flavour,  and  taste.  And  whereas  every  poi 
weight  of  the  said  cheese  was  not  of  the  value  of  i 
pence  halfpenny,  &c.  &c.,  which  the  prisoner  ip 
knew,  against  the  form,  &c. — 

It  was  proved  at  the  trial,  that  the  prisoner  ke[ 
cheese  stall  at  Fareham  Fair^  and  sold  to  the  \ 
secutor,  William  Bennett^  a  quantity  of  cheeses, 
which  he  paid  the  prisoner  the  price  of  2/.  \$.  i 
being  at  the  rate  of  sixpence  halfpenny  a  pound. 

At  the  time  the  prisoner  offered  the  cheese  for  8 
he  bored  two  of  them  with  an  iron  scoop,  and  produ 
a  piece  of  cheese  which  is  called  a  '^taster,"  at  the 
of  the  scoop  for  the  prosecutor  to  taste,  and  the  pr 
cutor  did  so.  The  cheese,  however,  which  he  so  tasi 
had  not  in  fiact  been  extracted  from  the  cheese — 
was  a  taster  of  another  superior  kind  of  cheese,  wl 
the  prisoner  had  privily  and  fraudulently  inserted  : 
the  top  of  the  scoop.  The  prosecutor  would  not  \\ 
bought  the  cheese,  unless  he  had  believed  that 
taster  had  been  extracted  from  it.  The  cheese,  wl 
had  been  so  bought,  was  delivered  to  the  prosecu 
and  he  continued  ever  after  in  the  possession  o: 
No  precise  evidence  was  given  of  its  value,  but  it 
of  a  kind  very  inferior  in  value  to  the  taster. 

It  was  objected  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner, 
there  was  no  evidence  to  support  the  indictment,  c 
constitute  a  false  pretence  within  the  statute ;  thi 
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was  not  proved  that  the  prosecutor  was  induced  to       18i7. 
part  with  his  money  merely  by  means  of  the  false    abbots" 
pretence  alleged,  but  also,  and  principally,  because       Case. 
he  got  the  cheese,  the  property  in  which  clearly  vested 
in   him  by  the  sale ;  that  if  this  indictment  could  be 
sustained,  an  indictment  would  lie  in  every  case  of  a 
fraudulent  sale,  by  sample,  which  did  not  correspond 
with  the  bulk  ;  and  if  the  principle  were  established, 
it  would  be  impossible  to  stop  short  of  holding  that 
every  man  who  induced  another  to  buy  by  false  repre- 
sentations of  the  quality  of  the  thing  sold,  might  be 
indicted  for  obtaining  money  under  false  pretences, 
even  although  property  passed  by  the  sale  from  the 
prisoner  to  the  vendee,  nearly  or  quite  equal  to,  dr 
even  surpassing  in  value,  the  price  paid.     And  in 
-Rec  V.  Coddington,  1  C.  &  P.  661,  and  Reg.  v.  Reed^ 
7  C.  &  P.  848,  were  cited ;  and  as  to  Reg.  v.  Kenrick^ 
5   Q.   B.  49,  it  was  contended  that  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  there  was  extra  judicial,  and  no  binding 
authority,  because  the  counts  to  which  the  judgments 
applied  were  open  to  another  objection,  and  had  on 
that  account  been  given  up  without  any  argument. 
It  Was  further  objected,  that  the  indictment  contained 
^o  allegation  that  the  cheese  was  offered  for  sale  to  « 
^'^e  prosecutor. 

The  learned  Judge  overruled  these  objections,  and 
^*^e  prisoner  was  convicted ;  but  entertaining  some 
^^ubt  of  the  propriety  of  the  conviction,  the  learned 
^\idge  respited  the  judgment,  and  requested  the 
^|)ioion  of  the  Judges  on  the  point. 

(fi>ee  next  case). 
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1847.  THE  QUEEN  v.  GEORGE  DARK. 


The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  similar  to  those 
the  Reg.  v.  Abbott' Sj  except  that  the  precise  eviden 
was  given  of  the  comparative  value  of  the  bulk  of  t! 
cheese.     It  was  sold  for  fivepence  a  pound,  and  ^^^^as 
worth  between  threepence  and  fourpence. 

{See  next  case). 
1847.  THE  QUEEN  v.  JAMES  GARLICK. 


The  facts  in  this  case  were  similar,  except  that  t> 
price  of  the  cheese  was  fifty  shillings  a  hundred  weig^ 
and  its  value  about  threepence  a  pound. 
MS.  Parke  B.  These  cases  were  considered  by  the  Judges,  & 
they  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  convict! 
was  right  on  the  authority  of  M.  v.  Kenrickj  5  Q* 
49.  (Judges  present — Pollock  C.  B.,  Parke  1:^«, 
Aldehson  B.,  Rolfe  B.,  Coltman  J.,  Maule  .^v 
Williams  J.,  Coleridge  J.,  Wightman  J.,  nr-^Md 
Erle  J.) 


(WINTER  ASSIZES,  1847.) 


1847.  THE  QUEEN  v.  BLENKINSOP. 


Putting  an     The   prisoner  was   tried   before   Mr.  Justice  Cole- 
Ae nameof    ^^^^^f  ^^  the  Winter  session  of  gaol  delivery  at  York, 

a  drawer  of  a 

bill  of  exchange,  while  the  bill  is  in  the  course  of  completion,  with  intent  to  make  the 

acceptance  appear  to  be  that  of  a  different  existing  person,  is  forgery. 
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and  convicted  on  all  but  the  first  count  of  the  following       1847. 
indictment,  on  which  he  was  found  not  guilty.  Blbnkin- 

The  first  count  stated  that  he,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  did       ^^ 
forge  a  certain   bill  of  exchange,  to  wit,  a  bill  of 
excliange  for  the  payment  of  one  hundred  and  forty- 
eight  pounds,  seven  shillings  and  ninepence,  then  and 
there  with  the  intent  thereby  to  defraud  one  William 
JVilliams  Brown  and  others.     The  second,  that  he 
having  in   his   custody  and   possession — uttered  the 
same  with  the  same  intent,  knowingly,  &c.    The  third, 
charged  the  forging  an  acceptance  of  a  certain  other 
bill  with  the  same  intent.      The  fourth,  charged  an 
tattering  of  the   acceptance   with    the  same   intent. 
The  fifth,  charged  the  uttering  the  acceptance,  setting 
^he  bill  out  thus : — 

"  Leeds,  October  22nd,  1847. 
XJo.  £148. 1$.  9d.  ^ 

Three  months  afterdate  pay  to  myself,  or  order, 
^he  sum  of  one  hundre(£:!lnd  forty-eight  pounds,  seven 
shillings  and  9d.  ^ 

Valuegreceived, 
To  Mr.  Wm.  Wilkinson^  Alexr.  Blenkinsop. 

Halifax.        ^ 

Pyble.     London.*' 

laying  the  same  intent.  The  sixth,  charged  a  felonious 

altering  of  an  acceptance  with  the  same  intent.     The 

seventh,  charged  the  uttering  of  an  altered  acceptance, 

knowingly,  with  the  same  intent.   The  eighth,  charged 

the  uttering  of  an  altered  acceptance,  setting  out  the 

hill   as  before,  with   the  same  intent.     The  ninth, 

charged  an  uttering  of  a  forged  bill,  knowingly,  with 

intent  to  defraud  Wm.  Wilkinson.     The  tenth,  the 

uttering  a  forged  acceptance,  knowingly,  with  intent 

to  defraud  Wm.  Wilkinson.     The  eleventh,  was  for 
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uttering  an  altered  acceptance,  knowingly,  with  intent 
to  defraud  Wm.  Wilkinson.  The  twelfth,  was  for 
uttering  a  forged  bill.  The  thirteenth,  a  forged  ac- 
ceptance. The  fourteenth,  an  altered  acceptance,  all 
three  with  intent  to  defraud  Abel  Smith  and  others. 

The  question  in  the  case  was,  whether  any  forgery 
or  felonious  alteration  had  been  committed  or  made 
under  the  following  circumstances.  The  prisoner 
carried  on  business  as  a  chemical  manufacturer,  and 
had  two  establishments,  one  at  Leeds^  and  the  other  at 
Huddersfield.  He  had  in  his  employ  at  Leeds,  a  man 
of  the  name  of  William  Wilkinson^  a  mechanic,  at 
weekly  wages  of  sixteen  shillings,  and  without  any 
other  property.  This  man  was  called,  and  proved  the 
acceptance  to  be  in  his  handwriting,  so  far  as  the 
mere  name ;  he  stated  that  he  wrote  that  on  a  stamped 
paper,  blank,  except  some  printed  parts  of  a  bill, 
among  which  was  the  place  of  date,  '^  Leeds.*'  That 
he  wrote  it  at  the  prisoner's  house  at  Leeds — the 
prisoner  having  called  him  out  of  the  yard,  and  said 
to  him,  **  I  have  some  money  to  send  up  this  morning, 
there  is  no  one  about,  you'll  do  as  well  as  any  one  else 
— I  want  you  to  write  your  name  here — Fll  fill  it  up." 
The  witness  said  he  knew  what  a  bill  of  exchange  was 
— ^that  he  left  his  master  to  fill  it  up  as  he  pleased, 
and  that  he  was  at  liberty  to  make  it  payable  at  a 
banker's  in  London,  if  he  liked,  or  anywhere  else. 
That  he  himself  had  never  lived  at  Halifax,  nor 
received  authority  from  any  one  there  to  accept  a  bill 
for  him.  It  was  admitted,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
acceptance  being  thus  written  by  the  prisoner,  in- 
tended to  make  the  drawing  to  be  on  a  Mr.  WiUiam 
Wilkinson,  at  Halifax,  and  that  there  were  persons  of 
that  name  resident  there,  from  none  of  whom  any 
authority  had  been  received.  It  was  proved,  that 
when  uttered  by  the  prisoner,  the  bill  was  drawn,  as 
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't  appears  above  set  out,  and  accepted,  and  that  over       1847. 
the   acceptance   were   the  words  payable  at  Smithy    blbnkin" 
JPizt/ne  and  Co.y  bankers,  London.  so**** 

The  prisqper's  counsel  contended  that  neither  the 

bill  nor  the  acceptance  were  forged  or  altered.     The 

lea^rned  Judge  having  overruled  the  objection,  and 

tlie   prisoner  being  found  guilty,  the  opinion  of  the 

Judges  was  requested  whether  the  above  ruling  was 

rrect. 

JVebb*s  case,  Russ.  &  Rv.  406,  was  relied  on  for  the 
isooer. 

On   22nd   January,    1848,  this  case   was  argued 
rbre   all    the  Judges,   except   Rolfe   B.,   and  V. 
^'^^ILLIAMS  J.,  who  were  absent. 

JkEontagu  Chambers^  Q.  C,  and  Overend,  for  the 
pTisoner.     The  charge  is   in    substance;    first,    the 
forgery  of  a  bill  of  exchange  ;  second,  the  forgery  of 
^11  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  exchange ;  and  the  mode  in 
'^^hich  the  forgery  is  alleged  to  be  committed  in  either 
<^a8e,  is  by  an  alteration.  I  submit  that  in  neither  case  • 

*s  there  a  forgery,  either  generally,  or  by  an  alteration. 
It  was  not  a  forgery  of  an  acceptance  of  a  bill  gene- 
''ally,  because  the  bill  was  not  in  existence  when  the 
Acceptance  was  written.  JR.  v.  Butterwicky  2  M.  &  Rob. 
^  96,  and  Abrahams  v.  Skinner^  12  Ad.  &  E.  763,  shew 
tlia.t  an  incomplete  bill  is  not  strictly  a  bill  at  all,  and 
tHerefore  an  acceptance  written  upon  such  a  bill  is  not 
t'be  subject  of  a  forgery.     It  was  not  a  forgery  of  an 
^^ocptance  by  alteration  or  addition,  for  the  alleged 
alteration  or  addition  in  this  case  formed  no  part  of 
^He  bill,  the  bill  being  a  complete  bill  already,  and 
"^-^^refore  unaffected  by  the  addition  of  the  direction  of 
tlie  drawee.     Q.  v.  Hawkes,  2  Mood.  C.  C.  60,  shews 
tliat  a  bill  of  exchange  is  a  complete  instrument,  when 
^^  acceptance  is  upon  it,  though  it  is  not  addressed 
^  3ny  drawee.    That  case  was  so  decided  by  nine 


r 
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1847.      Judges,  Parke  B.,  Patteson  J.,  and  Coleridge  J. 
Blbnkin-    dissentientibus.     And  in  Abrahams  v.  Skinner^  12  Ad 

bop's  &  E.  766,  it  was  held  that  "  an  acceptance  is  no 
essential  to  the  completeness  of  the  instrument;  i 
may  never  be  accepted  at  all."  In  Gray  v.  Milner 
8  Taunt.  739,  a  bill  was  held  to  be  complete,  althoiigl 
no  name  of  the  drawee  appeared  upon  the  bill,  bu 
only  the  place  where  the  person  lived  who  subee 
quently  accepted  it.  In  the  present  case,  therefore 
the  bill  must  be  considered  to  have  been  complete 
before  the  prisoner  wrote  the  word  ^^  Halifax*'  aftei 
the  name  of  William  Wilkinson ;  and  as  the  direction 
cannot  be  deemed  to  be  any  part  of  the  acceptance, 
unless  it  be  written  close  to  the  acceptance,  and  al 
the  same  time  when  the  acceptance  was  written,  the 
alleged  alteration  here  was  no  alteration  of  the 
acceptance,  nor  any  addition  to  it;  it  was  mere 
surplusage,  and  wholly  immaterial. 
Further,  it  is  no  forgery  of  the  bill  by  alteration ; 

*  for  if  I  get  the  signature  of  A.  B.  in  London^  and 

address  it  to  ^.  B.  of  Liverpool  (a  non  existing  per- 
son), that  has  been  held  to  be  no  forgery.  Webb^s 
case^  R.  &  R.  405,  and  though  Bayley  B.  (on  Bills^ 
p.  549,  5th  edhion),  draws  a  distinction  between  that 
case,  and  one  where  there  is  a  person  answering  the 
description  of  the  person  to  whom  the  bill  is  ad- 
dressed (a),  there  is  no  ground  for  such  a  distinction, 
and  I  cannot  find  it  stated  by  any  other  writer. 
Webb's  case  leaves  the  point  open. 

Cresswell  J. — ^The  distinction  has  been  recognised 
in  practice ;  I  have  acted  on  it  myself  at  the  Central 
Criminal  Court. 

• 

(a)  The  distinction  is  not  drawn  by  Bayley  B.,  but  bv  the  Jaik^es. 
For  Bayley  B.  cites  R.  v.  Treble,  2  Taunt  328,  before  eleven  Ju(&es 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  support  of  the  latter  position,  and  fVM's 
ease,  R.  &  R.  405,  for  the  former,  and  those  cases  seem  fully  to  warrant 
the  distinction. 
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M.  Chamhersj  Q.  C.     There  does  not  seem  to  be       ig4.7» 
any  distiDction  between  the  two  cases  in  principle;  for    b^^^i^,^. 
a  forger)'  may  be  committed  by  writing  the  name  of       «op*8 
a  non  existing  person  ;  Bolland's  case^  1  Leach,  83,  or 
firm  ;  H.  v.  Bogers,  8  C.  &  P.  629.     The  facts  in  the 
present  case  and   in   WehVs  case  are  precisely  the 
same.    The  address  is  false  in  both,  and  the  acceptance 
w-^s  genuine. 

Oresswell  J. — No.  That  is  the  precise  point  of 
di  fference.  The  jury  there  found  that  no  such  person  as 
^^Aontos  Bowdetij  the  alleged  acceptor,  existed:  but 
tixe  Judge,  not  choosing  to  take  this  finding,  reserved 
^  supposed  case,  the  supposition  being  that  the  acceptor 
an  existing  person,  which  the  jury  had  negatived. 
Chambers^  Q.  C.  But  in  the  case  submitted  to 
^l^e  Judges,  the  facts  are  identical  with  those  of  the 
Present  case ;  and  unless  there  is  a  distinction  between 
^^e  case  of  an  existing  and  a  non  existing  person. 
iys  case  is  on  principle  in  favour  of  the  prisoner. 
LDERSON  B. — Suppose  any  man  in  the  street  was 
^^^  ^ign  the  name  of  Thomas  Coutts^  that  being  his 
''^a.l  name,  and  afterwards  the  word  "banker"  was 
^^cled — would  not  that  be  a  forgery? 

JM:.  Chambers,  Q.  C.     In  Watfs  case,  3  B.  &  B. 
p«    X97  ;  R.  &  R.  437,  it  was  held  that  the  addition  of 
^^ ankers,  Birchin  Lane,**  the  acceptance  being  merely 
^f^illiams  and  Cb.,"  did  not  constitute  a   forgery. 
xe  the  misdescription   and    alteration   is  merely 
alifax.**  &c. 

ir  F.  ThesigcTj  Q.  C,  and  Hallj  for  the  Crown, 
ire  not  called  upon. 

Cur.  adv.  vulU 

Jiifterwards  all  the  Judges  present  were  of  opinion  MS.ParkeB. 
^^at  the  putting  an  address  to  the  drawee's  name, 
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1847.  while  the  bill  was  in  the  course  of  completion,  with 

Blbnkin-  J'^tent  to  make  the  acceptance  appear  to  be  that  of  a 

sop's  different  existing  person^  was  forgery. 


Compare   the   following    case   tried    before    Crbsswbll   J.,    York, 

13th  December,  1844,  (Ew  Relatione  HaXL) 

REGINA  V.  MITCHELL. 

Indictment  for  uttering  a  forged  acceptance.  The  evidence  for  the 
prosecution  was  as  follows : — 

In  September,  1844,  the  prisoner  called  at  the  warehouse  of  prosecutor, 
a  Woolstapler,  at  Haltfas,  and  bought  some  wool  of  his  cleric,  to  whom 
he  tendered  in  payment  a  bill  of  exchange,  bearing  the  acceptance  of 
John  Cooper,  and  addressed  to  Mr.  John  Cooper,  heeds.  The  prisoner 
said  the  oill  was  as  good  as  cash,  whereupon,  the  clerk  said  he  knew 
that  a  respectable  L^dt  merchant  of  the  name  of  Cooper  attended  Hnd^ 
der^ld  Market,  and  he  asked  prisoner  if  this  was  the  same  person ;  to 
which  prisoner  replied  "  Yes  it  is."  The  clerk  then  took  the  bill  in  pay- 
ment, and  delivered  the  wool  to  the  prisoner. 

A  few  weeks  afterwards,  and  before  the  bill  already  mentioned  became 
due,  the  prisoner  called  again  at  the  prosecutor's  warehouse  and  bought 
more  wool  of  the  same  clerk,  for  which  he  tendered  in  payment  three 
other  bills,  all  of  them  accepted  by  John  Cooper,  and  addressed  to 
Mr.  John  Cooper,  Leeds.  One  of  these  was  the  bill  mentioned  in  the 
indictment.  The  prisoner  stated,  that  the  bills  were  as  good  as  cash, 
and  that  the  acceptor  was  the  same  as  on  the  former  bill.  The  clerk 
took  the  bills  in  payment,  and  delivered  the  wool  to  the  prisoner,  and  a 
sum  of  money,  to  balance  the  amount  of  the  bills.  It  was  proved,  that 
the  only  persons  at  Leeds  named  Cooper,  who  attended  Hudder^fiM 
Market,  were  the  partners  in  a  firm  of  "  David  and  John  Cooper,**  none 
of  whom  had  accepted  any  of  these  bills,  or  authorised  the  acceptance. 

On  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  who  was  not  defended  by  counsel,  another 
John  Cooper  was  called  as  a  witness,  and  stated,  that  he  was  an  occasional 
assistant  in  a  stable  yard  at  Leeds,  and  had  no  other  means  of  subsistence ; 
that  he  had,  for  several  years,  been  in  the  habit  of  accepting  bills  for  the 
accommodation  of  prisoner,  and  had  accepted  the  bills  in  question,  as 
usual,  at  prisoner's  request ;  that  he  had  never  been  a  merchant,  and 
never  attended  HtMergield  Market ;  that  he  accepted  the  bills  in  question 
on  the  davs  of  their  respective  dates.  The  three  bills  secondly  above 
mentionea,  all  of  them  bore  date  after  the  first,  and  before  the  second 
transaction. 

HaU  submitted  that,  as  the  cases  establish  that  there  is  in  respect  of 
forgery,  no  difference  between  the  forgery  of  the  name  of  an  existing 
person  and  the  use  of  a  name  that  is  purely  fictitious,  the  question  for 
the  jury  was,  whether,  at  the  time  he  got  Cooper  to  accept  the  bill  in 
question,  he  did  so  with  the  intention  of  using  it  as  the  acceptance  of  any 
other  person,  real  or  imaginary ;  and  that  whatever  might  oe  said  as  to 
the  first  bill,  the  evidence  was  strong  to  shew  that  he  got  the  three  bills 
accepted,  with  the  intention  of  putting  them  off  on  the  same  representa- 
tions as  had  succeeded  with  regard  to  the  first,  and  if  that  were  so,  it  made 
no  difference  on  a  charge  of  uttering,  whether  John  Cooper  were  an 
accomplice  or  an  innocent  agent. 
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Cbbsswbll  J.»  consulted  Coleridge  J.,  and  summed  up  as  follows :         1847 

Cresswbll  J. — This  case  presents  some  novel  features.  * 

The  facts  charged  may  amount  to  forgery  in  two  or  three  points  of     Blenkin- 

sw.    The  prisoner  asks  Cooptr  to  draw  bills  for  his  accommodation ;         sop's 

^per  does  so,  not  knowing  how  they  are  to  be  used.    This  is  no  forgery         CSase. 
the  jMurt  of  Cooper. 

But  if  a  man  si^s,  or  procures  another  to  sign  the  name  of  another 

rson  to  a  bill  without  his  authority,  it  is  forgery.    It  is  also  forgery  if 

e  name  so  signed,  be  that  of  an  imaginary  person.     Where  a  person 

iploys  an  innocent  agent  to  do  an  act,  he  himself  is  responsible. 

Cooper  is  innocent,  as  regards  this  charge. 

If,  when  prisoner  got  Cooper  to  sign  the  bill,  he  meant  to  pass  it  as  the 

11  of  D,  and  J.  Cooper,  or  of  an  imaginary  John  Cooper,  and  uttered  it 

th  purpose  of  fraud,  he  is  guilty. 

Was  it  uttered  as  the  bill  of  D.  and/.  Cooper,  or  of  some  supposed  non- 

istent  person? 

The  racts  as  to  the  uttering  the  first  bill  are  material. 

Did  the  prisoner  know  who  was  meant  by  the  inquiry  of  the  clerk  as 

attending  Huddersfeld  Market  ? 

If  he  did,  '*  Yes  it  is"  must  have  meant  that  it  was  the  bill  of  D.  and  J, 

',  and  is  eridence  of  the  purpose  of  the  original  concoction.    If  he 

not  know  D.  and  J.  Cooper,  it  might  be  that  he  meant  a  non  existing 

rson. 

But  before  jon  can  find  the  prisoner  guilty,  you  must  go  further.  You 
^ust  be  satisfied  that  he  got  John  Cooper  to  put  his  name  to  the  bill  for 
^  purpose,  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  of  putting  off  the  bill,  eiUier  as 
At  of  x>.  and  J.  Cooper,  or  of  a  non  existing  person. 

WUkmsan's  (the  clerk)  question,  might  nrst  put  it  into  his  head : — 

If  so,  the  first  bill  was  not  a  forgery. 

Bat  it  is  a  later  bill  that  he  is  indicted  on. 

'After  the  credit  on  the  first  bill,  he  again  goes  to  John  Cooper,    What 
in  his  mind  when  the  second  biU  is  drawn,  is  a  different  question 

m  what  passed  in  his  mind  when  the  first  was  drawn. 
JDo  you  nnd  that  he  got  the  second  bill  with  intention  to  pass  it  as  the  . 
Umll  of  some  John  Cooper,  real  or  imaginary,  other  than  the  John  Cooper, 
¥0^1aoae  name  is  on  the  bill. 

-Vu  either  of  those  events  he  is  guilty  of  forgery. 


i 
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1847. 


THE  QUEEN  r.  EDWARD  WILSOl 


1.  J.  autho- 
rised by  B., 
hismaster, 
to  fill  up  a 
chec^ue  for  a 
certain  sum, 
fills  it  up 
for  a  fpreater 
■am.    Held, 
a  forgery, 
andUiat 

the  circnm- 
Btanceofthe 
prisoner, 
alleging  a 
claim  on  his 
master  for 
the  greater 
sum,  as 
salary  then 
due,  was  im- 
material, 
even  if  true. 

2.  Drawer's 
sifputture 
laid  as  John 
MeNicole  Se 
Co,,  proyea 
tobe  Joilx 
McNicoU^ 
Co.    Held, 
no  variance. 


Th£  prisoner  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Cc 
at  the  Winter  session  of  gaol  delivery,  at  lA 
1847. 

The  indictment  in  the  first  count  charged,  t 
&c.,  at,  &c.,  the  said  JS.  Wilson  did  forge  a 
warrant  and  order  for  the  payment  of  money, 
said  warrant  and  order  for  payment  of  monc 
follows,  that  is  to  say : — 

No Liverpool^  Dec.  8th,  1 

To  the  Cashiers  of  the  Liverpool  Borough  1 

Pay or  bearer 

Two  hundred  and  fifty  pounds. 
£250  0  0  John  McNicole  & 

with  intent  to  defraud  one  John  McNicole. 

There  were  several  other  counts  to  which  i 
.  material  to  advert. 

The  prisoner  was  the  clerk  of  John  McN 
bill  for  156/  9^.  9d.,  for  which  Mr.  McNia 
bound  to  provide,  falling  due  on  the  8th  De^ 
Mr.  McNicole  on  that  day  signed  a  blank  cl: 
and  gave  it  to  the  prisoner,  directing  him  to 
checque  up  with  the  correct  amount  due  on  t 
(which  was  to  be  ascertained  by  reference  to  tl 
book)  and  the  expenses,  (which  would  amount  t 
ten  shillings),  and  after  receiving  the  amount 
Liverpool  Borough  Bank^  to  pay  it  over  to 
Williamson^  in  order  that  the  bill  might  be  tal 
Instead  of  doing  so,  the  prisoner  filled  up  the  c 
with  the  amount  of  250Z.,  which  sum  he  imme 
received  at  the  bank,  and  without  paying  any 
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the  money  over  to  Mr.  Williamson^  retained  the  whole       18i7. 
of  i  t  in  his  own  possession,  in  satisfaction  of  a  claim  for    Wilson's 
salary,  which  he  alleged  to  be  due  to  him,  and  in  sup-       ^**®- 
port  of  which  he  gave  some  evidence,  but  which  his 
master,  on  his  cross-examination,  entirely  denied  to  be 
due.    On  the  day  after  the  receipt  of  the  money  on 
the    checque,  he  sent  in   an   account  of  his  claim, 
gi'V'ing  his  master  credit  for  the  sum  received  on  the 
checque, 

r  t  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the.  prisoner,  that  the 
sigTiature  of  the  prosecutor  to  the  checque  being  John 
^^cNicoll  8c  Co.,  and  [the  signature  to]  the  checque, 
^s  set  out  in  the  indictment,  being  John  McNicole 
L&    Co.]  there  was  a  variance. 

The  learned  Judge,  however,  overruled  the  objection, 

•^^i  Dg  of  opinion  that  the  substituting  of  the  letter  e  for  I 

^icl  not  make  it  a  different  name.  See  Williams  v.  Ogle^ 

2   Str.  889;  Aleherry  v.  Walbijy  1  Str.  231  ;  Rex  v. 

ahe^  2  Salk.  660;   Hex  v.    Beach^    Cowp.   230; 

V.  Hart,  1  Leach,  145. 

It  was  further  objected,  that  as  the  signature  to  the 

^h^cque  was  the  genuine  signature  of  Mr.  McNicoll, 

^^cl  as  the  prisoner  was  entrusted  to  fill  it  up  for  a 

specified  sum,  the  filling  it  up  for  a  different  sum, 

^*^Oiigh  it  was  a  breach  of  trust,  could  not  be  consi- 

^^cd  as  a  forgery.     The  learned  Judge  held,  on  the 

^^^  tliority  of  the  case  of  the  Queen  v.  Hart,  1  Moody's 

•     C.  486,  and  the  Queen  v.  Bateman^  Cox's  Criminal 

^3es,  186,  that  it  was  a  forgery. 

Xt  was  further  urged  that  there  was  no  proof  of  an 

^^t^ntion  to  defraud  Mr.  McNicolL  but  onlv  to  obtain 

^^^tn  him  a  sum  of  money  which  the  prisoner  might 

^i^estly  suppose  to  be  due  to  him. 

ArVith  reference  to  this  point,  the  learned  Judge  told 
^  jury,  that  if  they  were  satisfied  that  the  prisoner 

\OL.  1.  X 
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1847.      was  authorised  only  to  fill  up  the  ehecque  for  t 
Wilson's    amount  of  the  bill  and  expenses,  and  to  pay  the -pi 

Case.       ceeds  to  Williamson^  and  that  he  filled  it  up  for  a  larg 
sum,  and  applied  the  money,  when  received,  to  his  o^ 
purposes,  that  was  evidence  for  their  consideration 
an  intention  to  defraud  Mr.  McNicollj  as  alleged 
the  indictment. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  but  entertainii 
some  doubt  whether  the  conviction  was  right,  t 
learned  Judge  forbore  to  pass  sentence  on  him,  a] 
requested  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  thereon. 

On  the  22nd  January ^  this  case  was  considered  I 
all  the  Judges,  except  Rolfe  B.,  and  V.  Williams  < 
who  were  absent. 
MS.  Parke  B.  CoLTMAN  J.,  Said,  he  had  felt  some  doubt  wt 
ther  the  question  of  the  reality  of  the  prisoner's  clai 
to  the  alleged  amount  of  salary  ought  not  have  be 
left  to  the  jury.  But  he  and  all  the  Judges  agree 
that  whether  he  had  a  claim  or  not,  there  was  i 
shadow  of  authority  thereby  given  to  draw  a  checq 
for  a  larger  sum  than  his  master  had  expressly  autfa 
rized  ;  and  the  drawing  a  ehecque  to  a  larger  amou 
fraudulently,  was  forgery  on  the  authority  of  R. 
Ha7*t,  1  Mood.  C.  C.  486  ;  and  they  held  the  varian 
immaterial,  as  the  word  remained  the  same. 
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REGINA  V.  JAMES  DEALTRY.  1847. 


Tm  e  prisoner  was  tried  before  Baron  Alderson,  at  the  A.  a  bank- 
^iw€rpoo/ Winter  assizes,  a.d.  1847,  for  not  surrender-  dictedUfOT '^o't 
ing  to  his  commission.  toUiTS*^ 

It  appeared  that  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  trict  Court  qf 
tiim  on  the  31st  Mat/j  1844,  directed  to  the  Court  of  atJtfoncAw- 
Bankruptcy  at  Manchester j  on  which  he  was  duly  ^'  T^® 

adjudged  a  bankrupt.  presided  over 

There   were   two  commissioners  of  the  Court  of  jJa^es.  Mr. 
Bankruptcy  at  Manchester.  Mr.  Jemmett.  and  Mr.  -^^  and  Mr.  5. 

c»»«  /••IT  •      *"^  (prac- 

^AirroWj  at  the  time  of  the  fiat  issued.  It  appeared  in  ticaiiy)com- 
^vidence,  that  the  whole  Court  of  Bankruptcy  was  JSurts!'*^^. 
^nder  one  building:  at  Manchester,  and  that  the  prac-  ^^*  ^?"?- 

^  *■     .       moDed  by 

^^ce  was  to  allot  the  fiats  in  rotation  to  each  commis-  Mr.  J.,  to 
^ioner,  and  that  in  the  Court  there  was  affixed  a  board,  tfe  Commu" 
stating  the  fiats  pending,  and  the  name  of  the  com-  ^^°y;  ^^ 
^issioner  to  whom   they  have  been  so   respectively  Court  of 
allotted  in  rotation.  J-^^^^' 

This  fiat  was  allotted  in  due  course  to  Mr.  Jemmett.  '«"•  ^  ^as 
•*  ke  summons  to  the  prisoner  was  as  follows  : —  L  had  not 

Jn  her  Majesty's  District  Court  of  Bankruptcy  at     J^S'to 

Manchester.        .  the  said  sum- 

,  mons  at  the 

BANKRUPT  S   SUMMONS.  said  Court, 

Whereas  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy,  dated  the  thirty-first  b^foJeMr'^j 
^^y  of  May^  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-  elsewhere. 
'Our,  has  been  issued  against  you,  James  Dealtry^  of  ^no^^oof 
^'^Tslem,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  grocer,  shopkeeper,  ^  ^**  ed^*"^ 

not,  before 
^.^  Mr.  S.  else- 

^yj^^^c-  Held,  1.  Proof  of  non-appearance  sufficient.    2.  'Hie  summons  need  not  aver 
^^^t  ^.  had  been  duly  adjudj^ed  a  bankrupt.    3.  Nor  that  the  fiat  had  been  referred 
^^e  Manchester  Court  o/Banhntptcy. 
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1847.       dealer  and  chapman,  and  you  having  been  duly  a« 
Dealtry*s  j^^&^d  bankrupt, — I,  the  undersigned  commissioner 
Case.        the  above-mentioned  district  Court  of  Bankruptcy, 
hereby  summon  and  require  you,  the  said  James  Dei 
trj/j  personally  to  be  and  appear  before  the  comm~m  ^. 
sioner  acting  in  prosecution  of  the  said  fiat,  at  si^tit 
hereof,   on  the  25th  day  of  June  instant,  at  tweL  -%re 
o'clock  at  noon  precisely,  at  the  said  district  Court     of 
Bankruptcy,    in   Manchester^   then  and   there  to     be 
examined,  and  to  make  a  full  and  true  discovery  and 
disclosure  of  all  your  estate  and  effects,  according    to 
the  direction  of  the  statutes  now  in  force  concerni»Jg 
bankrupts,  and  herein  fail  not  at  your  peril. 

Given  under  my  hand,  this  fifth  day  of  June,  oxie 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-four. 

To  James  Dealtry^  W.  Tho.  Jemmet'T, 

the  above  named  bankrupt.  Commissioner. 

There  was  evidence  that  the  prisoner  had  not  af>* 
peared  before  Mr.  Jemmett^  either  at  the  Manchest^^ 
Court  of  Bankruptcy,  or  at  any  other  place,  but  TiO 
such  proof  was  given  as  to  Mr.  SkirroWy  the  othi^^ 
commissioner. 

The  other  necessary  facts  were  proved  to  establi^"^ 
the  guilt  of  the  prisoner.  Mr.  Cobbett  for  the  prison^^» 
contended  that  the  summons  was  not  sufiicient,  in^-^' 
much  as  it  did  not  expressly  inform  the  prisoner  tl^a^^ 
the  fiat  had  been  referred  to  the  Manchester  Court  ^ZJ 
Bankruptcy.  The  learned  Baron  thought  that  the  fa^^^ 
of  the  fiat  havinoc  been  so  referred  made  the  summon  ^^ 
sufficient. 

He  also  contended,  that  the  summons  should  ha. 
contained  a  statement  that  the  prisoner  had  been  di 
adjudged  a  bankrupt.     Tlie  learned  Baron  thou^'  ^   . 
this  objection  answered,  by  the  proof  of  the  fact 
such     adjudication,    prior    to    the    issuing    of    t  ^^ 
summons. 
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He  also  contended,  that  some  further  evidence  of  the       1847. 
prisoner's  not  having  surrendered  himself  to  Mr.  Skir-   dealtby's 
raw  should   have  been  given.     The  learned   Baron       Caae. 
thought  proof  of  his  not  having  surrendered  himself 
to  Mr.  Jemmettf  nor  at  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  at 
Manchester^  was  sufficient. 

The  jury  found  these  facts  successively  against  the 
prisoner,  and  he  was  found,  on  the  whole  case,  guilty, 
and  ordered  to  be  transported  for  seven  years. 

The  learned  Baron  requested  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  on  the  question,  whether  he  had  rightly  over- 
ruled Mr.  Cobbetfs  successive  objections. 

On  the  22nd  Jan.^  1848,  this  case  was  considered  by 
all  the  Judges,  except  Rolfe  B.,and  V.  Williams  J., 
and  they  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner 
did  not  surrender  at  the  proper  Court. 


EEPORTS 
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<^<3ENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT,  1848.) 

THE  QUEEN  v.  SAMUEL  BROWN.  1848. 


*  *iB   prisoner  was  tried   before  Lord  Chief   Baron  Prisoner  in- 

f^  A'    *    A  f 

^oi^LocK  at  the  sessions  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  pjjrjury*^^^ 
^^tnmencing  on  the  28th  day  oi  February,  a.  d.  1848,  der8tat.6&7 
^Pon   the  annexed  indictment,  framed  under  6  &  7  for  making 
^•^.4,0.86.  Sl^r^- 

It  was   proved   upon   the  trial  that   the  prisoner  marnage/o 
^^ted  to  one  Edward  Spelter ^  the  parish  clerk  of  the  clergyman, 
'T'rinity  District  Church  of  the  parish  of  St.  Maryle-  pose  of^'- 
^^^^€,  that  he  was  residing  at  No.  31,  Wimpole  Street^  ing  such  false 
^^    the  said  parish,  and  that  Esther  Field  was  of  full  inserted  in 
^&e.    This  statement  was  Brst  made  to  Speller  for  the  Jji™£S!. 
purpose  of  procuring  the  publication  of  the   banns  fleW,  i.That 

the  indict- 


roent  was 
-  ported  by  proof  of  such  statements  having  been  made  btfore  marriage  to  the  clerk, 
.P  ^oe  absence  of  the  officiating  clergyman,  and  by  the  clerk  then  and  there  inserted  in 
1^^  marriage  register  book ;  and  qfter  marriage  having  been  averred  by  the  prisoner  to 
^  oorrect  (in  answer  to  a  question  pot  to  him  by  the  clergyman);  the  prisoner's 
^y^pose  then  being  to  have  the  said  statements,  which  had  already  been  entered  bj  the 
Y^^^k,  retained  in  the  register  book  by  the  clergyman.  2.  That  the  marriage  register 
v5^k  need  not  be  shown  to  be  the  identical  book  directed  to  be  famished  by  the 
^^^strar  General  under  stat.  6  &  7  Wm,  4,  c.  86,  s.  30. 
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1848.       between  himself  and  Esther  Field,  and  was  inserted 
Brown's     ^^  ^^^  Banns  Book ;  and  from    the  Banns  Book,  hy-%^ 
Case.        SpelleVj   before  the   solemnization  of  the  marriage 

into  the  Register  Book  of  Marriages,  the  prisoner,  atr  ^ 
that  time,  reiterating  his  previous  statements.    Ther^ 
was   evidence  to   shew    that  these   statements   wer^ 
untrue;    there  was  no  evidence   that  the  Marriage 
Register  Book  in  question  had  been  provided  by  thei 
Registrar  General. 

It  was  further  proved,  that  the  prisoner  and  Esther- 
Field  were  married  by  the  Reverend  Frederick  ffami^^/. 
ton^  at  the  above  church;  and  that  after  such  ma 
riage,    the    prisoner    was    asked    by    Mr.  HamUt 
whether  the  particulars  made  previous  to  the  ma 
riage  by  Speller  were   correct,   and   an   affirmati^^^^e 
answer  was  given   by  the  prisoner,  after  which  tl^B.e 
parties  and  witnesses  signed  the  register. 

It  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  at  tt^^ 
time  of  the  trial, 

First,  That  it  ought  to  have  been  proved  that 
Marriage  Register  Book  had  been  furnished  to 
officiating  clergyman   of  the  church   in  which 
marriage    took    place,    by    the    Registrar  Genera. 
Secondly,  That  the  prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  " 
under  the  two  first  counts,  inasmuch  as  the 
contained  in  them  was  that  of  making  false  statemen 
to  the  officiating  clergyman  after  the  solemnizati 
of  the  marriage  for  the  purpose  of  such  statemen 
being  inserted  in   the  register   of  marriage  in   tfc^^ 
Marriage  Register  Book,  whereas  the  insertion  h^*-^ 
already  been  m?iAQ  previously  to  the  marriage. 

Before  the  prisoner  was  given  in  charge  an  appB- 1^ 
cation  was  made  by  his  counsel  that  he  might  witS^' 
draw  his  plea  of  Not  Guilty^  and  be  permitted     '•^ 
demur   to  these   counts.     It  appeared   that  he   h^^ 
pleaded,  in  the  absence  and  without  the  knowledge   ^' 
his  legal  adviser. 
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The  Chief  Baron  refused  to  allow  this,  because  it       1848. 
^ould  only  enable  the  prisoner  to  take  advantage  of    bbown's 
my  mere  technicality  (a),  but  at  the  close  of  the  case       ^^e* 
hese  counts  were  relied  upon  for  the  prosecution,  and 
t  was  contended* that  the  representation  of  the  pri- 
soner to  Speller  would  support  them. 

The  prisoner  was  found  guilty. 

The  Chief  Baron  requested  the  opinion  of  the 
r  udges  upon  these  points. 

This  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Term,  1848,  before 
i.11  the  Judges^  except  Alderson  B.,  Coleridge  J., 
1.13d  M AULE  J.)  who  were  absent.  The  Chief  Baron 
kCated  that  he  had  not  reserved  any  question  about  the 
•ight  of  the  prisoner  to  withdraw  his  plea  and  demur- 
rer to  the  two  last  counts. 

(a)  After  a  prisoner  has  pleaded  to  an  indictment  it  is  entirely  in  the 
■iscretion  of  the  Court  to  allow  him  to  withdraw  his  plea  and  demur. 
^uch  a  course  seems  to  he  in  the  nature  of  an  amendment,  and  to  h^ 
"^Sulated  by  the  same  principles  which  are  applied  to  amendments  in 
^t^al  actions,  which  are  allowed  only  in  furtherance  of  justice.  (Vide 
^^ thews  V.  Swift,  1  Bingh.  N.  C.  736,  per  Tindal  C.  J.,  confer  J(mes 
'-  SdwardSf  3  M.  &  W.  218,  per  Parke  B).  In  B.  v.  Purchase^  C.  & 
^*  617,  Patteson  J.,  after  consulting  with  Crbsswbll  J.,  permitted 
^prisoner  to  withdraw  his  plea  and  demur ;  the  demurrer  was  therd 
^^d  to  be  fatal.  In  R,  v.  Odgers,  2  M.  &  Rob.  479»  Cresswell  J. 
^^^lowed  such  a  course ;  the  alleged  objection  to  the  indictment  being 
;^e  which  in  R.  y.  Turner,  2  M.  &  Rob.  214,  Parke  B.  had  held  insuf- 
'^ent  in  arrest  of  judgment.  Cresswell  J.  there  said — "  It  is  clearl^^ 
'^  the  discretion  of  the  Judge  whether  a  prisoner  should  be  allowed  to 
^^bdraw  his  plea;  and  I  think  that  for  the  purposes  of  substantial 
^tice  such  withdrawal  should  be  allowed,  but  not  for  a  mere  technical 
HJ^ction  like  this.  In  the  proper  exercise  of  this  discretion,  I  ought  not 
^  aUow  him  to  withdraw  his  plea  in  this  case." 

Jt  may  be  added,  that  the  same  learned  Judge  there  said — **  I  am 
^^dedly  of  opinion  that  a  prisoner  has  no  right  to  demur  and  plead 
^^^  to  a  felony  at  the  same  time:  and  Mr.  Justice  Patteson  and 
Myself,  after  consultation  on  the  O^fmd  Circuit,  agreed  that  it  ought  not 
^  be  allowed."  R.  v.  Vhelpey  C.  &  M.  181,  where  Coltman  J.  had 
^pT^sed  a  contrary  opinion,  and  R.  v.  Adams,  ibid.  229,  where  Cole^^ 
'IDob  J.  had  sanctioned  a  contrary  practice,  had  been  cited  to  his 
■^Jjjdahip  in  argument 

y^e  same  learned  Judge  is  also  there  reported  to  have  added,  **  If  a 
^^ner  demurs  he  must  abide  the  consequences."  But  it  seems  now  to 
jr  beld,  that  if  the  demurrer  be  decided  against  the  prisoner,  he  may 
7^ti  plead  over  to  the  felony.  (Vide  per  Patteson  J.,  in  R.  v.  Purchase, 
r,^  M.  619,  and  per  Coltman  J.,  in  R.  v.  Phelps,  C.  &  M.  182).  If 
^H  be  so»  it  seems  a  mere  question  of  form  whether  the  plea  be  after,  or 
^  ^he  $ame  time  with  the  demurrer, 
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1848.  Sir  F.  ThesigeTj  Q.  C,  for  the   defeDdant.     Th» 

Brown's     indictment  contains  four  counts,  but  the  two  last  ma 
Case.       be  put  out  of  the  question,  as  it  seems  clear  that  the 
cannot  be  supported. 

(The  Attorney  General  here  intimated  that  he  too 
a  different  view  of  the  two  last  counts.) 

The  first  objection  is,  that  the  books  in  which  th 
insertion  was  made  were  not  shewn,  at  the  trial,  t 
have  been  furnished  by  the  Registrar  General,  accord 
ing  to  the  requirements  of  stat.  6  &  7  Wm.  4,  c.  8 
sec.  30.  Yet  as  the  sole  object  of  that  statute  was  t»:^Hto 
provide  against  false  entries  in  certain  specified  book^^s, 
it  is  essential  to  shew  that  the  books  in  which  entri 
were  made  were  the  very  books  which  would  render 
person  causing  a  false  entry  to  be  made  in  them  guil 
of  perjury.  For  if  such  person  caused  a  false  stat 
ment  to  be  entered  in  any  other  books  than  those, 
would  not  be  liable  under  the  above  statute. 

Wilde  C.  J. — If  a  person  made  a  statement  whit—  "^ 
the  clergyman  said,  •*  I  shall  not  enter,  because  I  kno'  -^^ 
it  to  be  false,  would  not  that  be  perjury?" 

Sir  F.  ThesigeTj  Q.  C.  If  it  were,  that  would  ni— ^o* 
affect  this  case,  for  the  question  here  is  a  different  onop^  6- 

The  second  objection  is,  that  the  acts  proved  do  n 
constitute  the  offence  which  the  statute  makes  punisb 
able  as  perjury. 

The  indictment  alleges  that  the  marriage  had 
1        solemnized  by  Mr.  Hamilton ;  that  it  was  his  duty 
make  certain  entries  in  the  Register  Books ;  and  th 
the   prisoner   made   divers  false   statements   to  M\ 
Hamilton  for  the  purpose  of  having  them  inserted  \       ° 
the  Marriage  Register  Book.     It  is  important  to  se^^^ 
what  is  the  duty  of  the  clergyman  under  this  Act,  ^^^ 
regards  marriages.    By  sec.  31,  he  is  required,  imm^^" 
diately  after  the  marriage,  to  register,  in  duplicat^^^ 
certain  particulars  relating  to  the  marriage,  and  C^^ 
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sign  such  entry.     Thus,  in  order  to  ensure  accuracy,       1848. 
the  duty  of  making  the  entry  is  imposed  on  the  cler-     bbown's 
gyman ;    and   with   that  view  he  is  empowered,  by       Case. 
sec.  40,  to  put  certain  questions  to  the  parties  married, 
which  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  do  otherwise.  Thus, 
the  31st  section  imposes  the  duty  upon  a  particular 
person,  viz.,  the  clergyman  ;  the  40th  sec.  points  out 
the  time  at  which  the  questions  may  be  put,  viz.^ 
after  the  marriage,  for  the  words  there  used  are  to  the 
parties  "  married,"  not  "  to  be  married ;"  and  the 
41st  sec.  provides,  that  any  person  making  a  false 
statement  for  the  purpose  of  being  inserted  in  such 
register  shall  be  guilty  of  perjury. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  false  statements  must 
be  made  to  the  clergyman  by  the  party  who  has  been 
married,  and  that  a  false  statement  made  to  any  other 
person  would  not  render  him  liable.  In  this  respect 
there  is  a  distinction  between  false  statements  with 
regard  to  marriages,  and  false  statements  with  regard 
to  births  and  deaths.  In  the  latter  case,  the  statute 
makes  it  an  offence  to  make  a  false  statement  to  any 
one,  for  the  purpose  of  being  inserted  in  the  Register 
Book ;  but  in  the  former,  the  false  statement  must  be 
made  to  the  clergyman.  No  one  else  has  power  to  put 
the  questions ;  it  is  his  duty  exclusively.  I  do  not 
mean,  that  if  the  clerk  by  the  clergyman's  direction 
and  in  his  presence  put  the  question,  the  offence 
might  not  be  committed ;  as  in  Q.  v.  Spalding  j  1  C.&  M. 
568,  where  it  was  held  by  Patteson  J.,  that  under 
sect.  58  of  the  Reform  Act,  2  &  3  Wm.  4,  c.  45  (a),  it 
is  not  essential  that  the  returning  officer  should  himself 
put  to  the  voter  the  three  questions  there  specified, 
but  that  it  is  sufficient  if  the  town  clerk  do  it  in  his 
presence  and  by  his  direction.     But  here  the  case  is 

(a)  Now  repealed  by  6  Vict,  c.  18,  8.  81,  and  other  questions  sub- 
stituted. 
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1848,  quite  different,  and  the  charge  fails  in  two  essential 
Brown's  P^'^ts.  The  facts  were  these.  The  defendant  made 
Case.  the  statements  in  question  to  the  clerk  in  the  absence 
of  the  clergyman  before  the  marriage  :  the  clerk  then 
and  there  inserted  those  statements  in  the  Register 
Book :  the  clergyman  after  the  marriage  read  out 
those  entries  from  the  Register  Book,  and  asked  the 
defendant  wliether  they  were  correct :  he  replied  that 
they  were  :  and  the  clergyman  thereupon  wrote  his 
signature  in  the  Register  Book. 

The  defendant  upon  this  state  of  facts  is  chained 
with  having  made  such  false  statements  for  the  pur- 
pose of  having  them  inserted  in  the  Register  Book. 

But  the  only  statement  which  was  made  with  intent 
to  have  it  inserted  in  the  Register  Book  was  made  ^^( 
before  the  marriage ;  and  to  the  clerk  in  the  absence  ^^  c 
of  the  clergyman ;  and  the  only  statement  that  was  -^  ^i 
made  to  the  clergyman  after  the  marriage,  was  made,  « '^^j 
not  with  intent  to  have  it  inserted  in  the  Register ''':k:  ^i 
Book,  but  to  have  it  retained  there,  after  having  been  Mrmn 
already  inserted.  For  it  cannot  be  contended  that  the^^  ^^ 
insertion  was  not  made  until  the  entry  was  signed  by^*?;^^'} 
the  clergyman ;  for  the  thing  to  be  signed  by  the-^^  ^^ 
clergyman  was  the  matter  which  had  been  previously  "^t -J 

inserted ;  and  though  the  register  might  not  be  com ^ 

plete  until  it  was  signed  by  the  clergyman,  that  does 
not  affect  the  insertion ;  for  that  is  a  totally  distinct 
thing  and  complete  in  itself.  An  entry  is  one  thing, 
a  register  is  another.  The  clergyman's  signature  may 
be  essential  to  the  latter ;  the  former  is  wholly  in-  — '  ^" 
dependent  of  it. 

If  a  person  were  indicted  for  obtaining  goods  under 
false  pretences,  and  the  evidence  shewed  that  he  had 
inade  false  statements  with  a  view  to  retain  the  goods 
in  his  possession,  but  there  was  no  evidence  of  his 
having  originally  got  them  by  a  false  pretence:  he 
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70uld   be   entitled    to   an  acquittal.     So   here,   the      1848. 
bject  of  the  defendant  in  making  the  false  statement     brown's 
3  the  clergyman  was  not  to  have  such   statement       Ca«e. 
iserted,  but  to  retain  in  the  Register  Book  the  state- 
ment which  had  already  been  inserted. 

The  Attorney  General  was  not  called  upon  by  the  MS.  Parke B. 
Joart,  and  afterwards  all  the  Judges  present  agreed 
hat  the  first  count  in  the  indictment  was  proved. 

The  following  sections  of  stat.  6  &  7  Wm.  4,  c.  86, 
vere  relied  upon  for  the  defendant : — 

30.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  the  Registrar  General  shall  famish  or 
atuse  to  be  famished  to  the  rector,  vicar,  or  carate  of  every  church 
md  chapel  in  England,  wherein  marriages  may  lawfully  be  solemnized, 
ind  also  to  every  person  whom  the  recording  clerk  of  the  Society  of 
Friends,  commonly  called  QiuikerSf  at  their  central  office  in  London,  shall, 
Tom  time  to  time,  certify  in  writing  under  his  hand  to  the  Registrar 
ISeDeral  to  be  a  registering  officer  in  England,  of  the  said  society,  and 
dso,  to  every  person  whom  the  president  for  the  time  being  of  the  London 
^mmittee  of  deputies  of  the  British  Jews,  shall,  from  time  to  time, 
certify  in  writing,  under  his  hand,  to  the  Registrar  General  to  be  the 
secretary  of  a  synagogue  in  England  of  persons  professing  the  Jewish 
relif^on,  a  sufficient  number  in  duplicate  of  marriage  register  books  and 
Forms  for  certified  copies  thereof  as  hereinafter  provided ;  and  the  cost  of 
aU  such  books  and  forms  shall  be  paid  by  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
Beers  of  the  parish  or  chapelry  out  of  the  monies  in  their  hands  as  such 
churchwardens  and  overseers,  or  by  the  registering  officer  or  secretary 
respectively  to  whom  the  same  shall  be  fumished. 

31.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  every  clergyman  of  the  Church  of  England, 

immediately  after  every  office  of  matrimony  solemnized  by  him,  shall 

register  in  duplicate  in  two  of  the  marriage  register  books  the  several 

particulars  relating  to  that  marriage,  according  to  the  form  of  the  said 

Schedule  (C),  and  every  such  registering  officer  of  the  Quakers,  as  soon 

as  conveniently  may  be  after  the  solemnization  of  any  marriage  between 

two  Quakers  in  the  district  for  which  he  is  registering  officer,  and  every 

such  secretary  of  a  synagogue  immediately  after  every  marriage  8olem« 

nised  between  any  two  persons  professing  the  Jewish  religion  of  whom 

the  husband  shall  belong,  to  the  synagogue  of  which  he  is  secretary, 

shall  register  or  cause  to  be  registered  in  duplicate  in  two  of  the  said 

marriage  register  books,  the  several  particulars  relating  to  that  marriage 

according  to  the  form  of  the  said  Schedule  (C),  and  every  such  registering 

officer  or  secretary,  whether  he  shall  or  shall  not  be  present  at  such 

marriage,  shall  satisfy  himself  that  the  proceedings  in  relation  thereto 

have  been  conformable  to  the  usages  of  the  said  society,  or  of  the 
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1848.        persons  professing  the  Jewish  religion,  as  the  case  may  be»  and  every 

such  entry  as  hereinbefore  is  mentioned  (whether  made  by  such  clergy- 

Brown's  man  or  by  such  registering  officer  or  secretary  respectively  as  aforesaid) 
^***'  shall  be  signed  by  the  clergyman  or  by  the  said  registering  officer  or 
secretary,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  by  the  parties  married,  and  by  two 
witnesses,  and  shall  be  made  in  order  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of 
each  book,  and  the  number  of  the  place  of  entry  in  each  duplicate  ^^^ 
marriage  register  book  shall  be  the  same. 

33.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  the  rector,  vicar,  or  curate  of  every  such   .m-W^] 
church  and  chapel,  and  every  such  registering  officer  and  secretary  shall,  ^  .fU 


in  the  months  of  April,  July,  October,  and  January  respectively,  make 
and  deliver  to  the  superintendent  registrar  of  the  district,  in  which  such  .^=^^1 
church  or  chapel  may  be  situated,  or  which  may  be  assigned  by  the^^.flQ< 
Registrar  General  to  such  registering  officer  or  secretary,  on  durable^^^4< 
materials,  a  true  copy  certified  by  him  under  his  hand  of  all  the  entriesE 
of  marriages  in  the  register  book  kept  by  him  since  the  last  certificate^ 
the  first  of  such  certificates  to  be  given  in  the  month  of  July,  on 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-seven,  and  to  contain  all  the  entri 
made'up  to  that  time,  and  if  there  shall  have  been  no  marriage  eaterecE^ 
therein  since  the  last  certificate,  shall  certify  the  fact  under  his  hand  K»  ^d 
and  shall  keep  the  said  marriage  register  books  safely  until  the  aam^ 
shall  be  filled,  and  one  copy  of  every  such  register  book,  when  filled 
shall  be  delivered  to  the  superintendent  registrar  of  the  district  in  w 
such  church  or  chapel  may  be  situated  or  which  shall  have  been  aasignes^^  -^ 
as  aforesaid  to  such  registering  officer  or  secretary,  and  the  other  oopf^^P] 
of  every  such  register  book  kept  by  any  such  rector,  vicar,  or  coratei^^  ^^is 
shall  remain  in  the  keeping  of  such  rector,  vicar,  or  curate,  and  shall  bm^r^  b< 
kept  by  him  with  the  registers  of  baptisms  and  burials  of  the  pariah  or^^  o' 
chapelry  within  which  the  marriages  registered  therein  shall  have  beetv^^'^i 
solemnized,  and  the  other  copy  of  every  such  register  book  of  marriages 
among  the  people  called  Quakers,  and  among  persons  professing  thp 
Jewish  religion  respectively  shall  remain  under  the  care  of  the  saia 
people  or  persons  respectively,  to  be  kept  witii  their  other  registers  an9  ^^^< 
records,  and  shall  for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  be  still  deemed  to  be  icv  ^  ^ 
the  keeping  of  the  registering  officer  or  secretary  for  the  time  bein^-^^''^ 
respectively. 

40.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  every  clergyman  ol<^:^      ^ 
the  Church  of  England,  who  shall  solemnize  any  marriage  in 
and  for  every  registering  officer  of  the  Quakers,  and  every  secretary  of 
Synagogue,  after  the  said  first  day  of  March,  to  ask  of  the  parties  marri 
the  several  particulars  herein  required  to  be  registered  touching  su( 
marriage. 

41.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  every  person  who  shall  wilfully  make  OT" 
cause  to  be  made,  for  the  purpose  of  being  inserted  in  any  register 
birth,  death,  or  marriage,  any  false  statement  touching  any  of  the 
ticulars  herein  required  to  be  known  and  registered,  shall  be  subject 
the  same  pains  and  penalties  as  if  he  were  guilty  of  perjury. 


/ 
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Copy  of  the  Indictmeat  taken  from  Sir  F.  The-       1848. 
ger^s  brief: —  Brown's 


The  jurors  for  our  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen,  upon  their  oath, 
Bsent,  That  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  offence  in 
IS  count  mentioned,  a  certain  district  church,  called  Trinity  Church, 
aate  and  being  in  the  parish  of  St  MaryUhone,  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
«ear,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  was  a 
arcb  in  England  wherein  marriages  might  be  lawfully  solemnized 
tween  any  person  or  persons  dwelling  within  the  same  district  and 
risb,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  of  St.  MaryUhone^  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
d  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court :  And  the  jurors  aforesaid, 
on  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present.  That  before  and  at  the 
le  of  the  committing  of  the  offence  in  this  count  mentioned,  one 
iUiam  Frederick  Hamilton,  clerk,  was  a  clergyman  of  the  Church  of 
Inland,  and  curate  of  the  said  district  cburoh  called  Trinity  Church, 
d  as  such  clergyman  and  curate  was,  by  a  certain  Act  of  Parliament 
that  case  made  and  provided,  required,  immediately  after  the  solem- 
»tion  by  him  of  every  office  of  marriage  between  persons  in  the  said 
arch,  to  register,  in  duplicate,  in  certain  marriage  register  books  fur- 
(hed  to  him  for  that  purpose,  several  particulars  required  to  be  known 
ating  to  such  marriage,  that  is  to  say,  the  day  of  the  month  and 
ir  where  such  marriage  was  solemnized ;  the  name  and  surname  of 
3  man  and  woman  between  whom  such  marriage  was  solemnized ;  the 
e,  condition,  and  rank  or  profession  of  the  man  and  woman  between 
torn  such  marriage  was  so  solemnized  ;  the  residence,  at  the  time  of 
Liriage  of  each  of  them  the  said  roan  and  woman  between  whom  such 
irriage  was  solemnized,  and  the  name  and  surname,  and  the  rank  or 
>fe88ion,  of  the  father  of  each  of  them  the  said  man  and  woman  between 
lom  the  said  marriage  was  solemnized,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  aforesaid, 
the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court. 
And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present, 
lat  before  the  committing  the  offence  in  this  count  mentioned,  and 
jer  the  first  day  of  March,  a.d.  1837,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  day  of  June, 
o.  1847»  to  wit,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and 
thin  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court,  the  said  IViUiam  Frederick 
mnUony  so  being  such  clergyman  and  curate  as  aforesaid,  had,  in  the 
id  district  church  called  Trinity  Church,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Marylebone 
>resaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  solemnized  the  office  of  marriage 
tween  one  Samuel  Brown,  late  of  Tring^  in  the  county  of  Hertford, 
x)urer,  and  one  Esther  Field,  late  of  the  same  place,  spinster,  and 
imediately  after  the  solemnization  of  the  said  office  of  marriage  between 
e  said  Samuel  Broum  and  Esther  Field,  by  him  the  said  WHUam  Frede^ 
:h  Hamilton  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesKid,  in  the 
jish  and  county  first  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
yartf  he,  the  said  William  Frederick  Hamilton,  as  such  clergyman  and 
urate  who  had  so  solemnized  the  said  office  of  marriage  between  the 
id  Samuel  Broum  and  Esther  Field  as  aforesaid,  was  about  to  register 
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1 848.        ^°  duplicate  in  the  said  Marriaf^e  Register  Books,  so  furnished  to  him  as 

aforesaid,  the  particulars  relating  to  the  said  marriage  between  the  said 

Brown's      Samuel  Broum  and  Esther  Field,  according  to  the  form  of  the  Statute  in 

Case.         i\^2it  case  made  and  provided,  of  all  which  said  several  premises  the  said 

Samuel  Brown,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  the  offence  in 

this  count  mentioned,  had  notice,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  aforeeaid»  in  the 

county  first  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court. 

And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  pressnt* 
That  the  said  Samuel  Broum,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  unlawfully 
contriving  and  intending  to  cause  to  be  inserted  in  the  said  Marriage  Regis- 
ter Books  divers  false  statements  of  certain  of  the  particulars  by  the  sud 
Act  of  Parliament  required  to  be  known  and  registered  relating  to  the 
said  marriage  of  him  with  the  said  Esther  Field,  so  had  and  solemnised  as 
aforesaid,  and  after  the  passing  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament,  and  after 
the  first  day  of  March,  a.  d.  1837>  to  wit,  on  the  said  nineteenth  day  of 
June,  in  the  year  aforasaid*  a|  the  parish  and  county  first  aforesaid,  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court,  with  force  and  arms,  &&,  did 
unlawfully,  wilfully,  and  knowingly  make  to  the  said  WiUiam  F\redeHck 
Hamilton,  so  being  such  clergyman  and  curate  as  aforesaid,  and  so 
having  solemnized  the  said  office  of  marriage  between  the  said  SamMsl 
Broum  and  Esther  Field  as  aforesaid,  for  the  purpose  of  being  inserted  in 
the  register  of  marriage  in  the  Marriage  Register  Book  of  marriages 
solemnized  at  the  said  church,  certain  false  statements  touching  certain 
particulars  relating  to  the  said  marriage  of  the  said  Samuel  Broum  and 
Esther  Field,  which,  by  the  said  Statute,  were  required  to  be  known  and 
registered,  that  is  to  say,  that  she  the  said  Esther  Field  was,  at  the  time  of 
the  solemnization  of  the  said  marriage  between  her  and  the  said  Saumel 
Broum  as  aforesaid,  of  full  age,  and  that  the  residence  of  him,  the  said 
Samuel  Broum,  at  the  time  of  his  said  marriage  with  the  said  Esther  Field 
as  aforesaid,  was  31,  Wimpole  Street,  meaning  thereby  a  certain  house 
numbered  31,  in  a  certain  street  called  Wimpole  Street,  situate  in  the 
district  of  the  said  church,  in  the  parish  of  St.  MaryMnme,  in  the  county 
of  Middlesex;  and  that  the  residence  of  her,  the  said  Esther  FiM,  at  the 
time  of  her  said  marriage  with  the  said  Samuel  Brown  as  aforesaid,  was 
Wimpole  Street,  meaning  thereby  IVimpole  Street  aforesaid,  in  the  district 
and  parish  aforesaid,  in\he  county  of  Middlesex,  by  means  whereof  the 
99id  WiUiam  Frederick  Hamilton,  so  being  such  dei^yman  and  curate  ai 
aforesaid,  and  so  having  solemnized  the  said  office  of  marriage  between 
the  said  Samuel  Brown  and  Esther  Field  as  aforesaid,  and  so  being  re- 
quired  to  register  the  particulars  relating  to  such  marriage  as  aforesaid, 
believing  the  said  statements  of  the  said  Samuel  Brown  to  be  true,  and 
not  knowing  to  the  contrary  thereof,  did  then  and  there,  to  wit»  on 
the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  first 
aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court,  insert  in  th< 
said   Marriage   Register  Book,   in  the   register  of  marriage   of   th< 
said  Samuel  firown  with  the  said  Esther  Field  as  aforesaid,  as  asc 
for   particulars   relating    to  the    said   marriage    of  the    said    Smmtn 
Brown  with  the  said  Esther  Field  required  to  be  known  by  the  said 
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tatate  as  aforesaid,  that  the  said  Esther  Field  was,  at  the  time  of  the         1848. 

3lemnization  of  the  said  marriage  between  her  and  the  said  Samuel 

\rfnD»  as  aforesaid,  of  fnll  age,  and  that  the  residence  of  him,  the  said      ^^_^_^*^ 

amm^  Brown,  at  the  time  of  his  said  marriage  with  the  said  Esther  Field 

I  aforesaid,  was  31,  JVimpole  Street,  in  the  district  and  parish  aforesaid, 

ad  that  the  residence  of  her,  the  said  Esther  Field,  at  the  time  of  her 

lid  marriage  with  the  said  Samud  Broum  as  aforesaid,  was  Wimpole 

ireet,  in  the  district  and  paiish  aforesaid.    Whereas,  in  truth  and  in 

LCiy  the  said  Esther  Field  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  solemnization  of 

le  said  marriage  between  her  and  the  sud  Samuel  Brown  as  aforesaid, 

r  fall  age,  but  was,  at  that  time,  under  full  age,  to  wit,  of  the  age  of 

ghteen  years  only,  and  no  more,  and  the  said  Samuel  Brown^Bt  the  time 

B  BO  made  the  said  false  statement  to  the  said  fVUUam  Frederick  Hamil- 

»flft  asaforesaid,  touching  the  particulars  of  the  age  of  the  said  Esther 

leid  as  aforesaid,  then  aud  there  well  knew  the  same.    And,  whereas,  in 

nth  and  in  fact,  the  residence  of  him  tiie  said  Samuel  Brown,  at  the 

me  of  his  said  marriage  with  the  said  Esther  Field  as  aforesaid,  was  not 

1,  Wimpole  Street,  in  the  district  and  parish  aforesaid,  and  the  said 

inmie/  Broioa,  at  tiie  time  he  so  made  the  said  false  statements  to  the  said 

VUUam  Frederick  Hamilton  as  aforesaid,  touching  the  residence  of  him 

le  said  Samuel  Brown  as  aforesaid,  then  and  tiiere  well  knew  the  same. 

.Dd  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  residence  of  her  the  said  Esther 

Held,  at  the  time  of  her  said  marriage  with  the  s^d  Samuel  Brown  as 

foresaid,  was  not  Wimpole  Street,  in  the  district  and  parish  aforesaid,  and 

le  said  Sammd  Brown^  at  the  time  he  so  made  tiie  said  false  statement  to 

le  said  WilUam  F\rederick  Hamilton  as  aforesaid,  touching  the  residence 

f  the  said  Esther  Field  as  aforesaid,  then  and  there  well  knew  the  same, 

>  vni,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  first  aforesaid,  and  ^thin 

le  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in 

och  case  made  and  provided,  to  the  evil  and  pernicious  example  of  all 

then  in  the  like  case  offending,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Sovereign 

okdy  Queen  Victoria,  her  crown  and  dignity,  &c. 

Snd  Count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
iirther  present.  That  before  and  at  tiie  time  of  the  committing  of  the 
fience  in  this  count  after-mentioned,  the  district  church  of  Trinity,  in 
he  parish  of  St.  Marylebone,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  was  a  district 
hurch,  wherein  marriages  might  be  lawfully  solemnized  after  the  passing 
•f  a  certain  Act  of  Parliament,  made  and  passed  in  the  Session  of  Parlia- 
aent  holden  at  IVestmkuter,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  in  tiie  sixth  and 
eventh  years  of  the  reign  of  our  late  Sovereign  Lord,  King  WilUam  the 
^onrth,  for  Registering  Births,  Deaths,  and  Marriages  in  England,  and 
Aer  the  first  day  of  March,  a.  d.  1837,  and  that  one  WiUiam  Frederick 
Hamilton,  clerk,  was  curate  of  the  said  district  church,  and  lawfully 
luthorized  to  solemnize  the  office  of  marriage  in  the  said  district  church 
letween  persons  to  be  married  therein,  and  to  register  in  the  Marriage 
Register  Books  furnished  to  the  rector,  vicar,  or  curate  of  the  said  church 
>y  the  Registrar  General,  all  the  particulars  relating  to  such  marriages 
IS  were  so  solemnized  by  him,  according  to  the  form  by  the  said  Act  of 
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1848.         Parliament  required,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  coonty  afore 

. said,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court. 

Brown's  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  preaen 

^^^*  That  after  the  passing  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament,  and  after  the  fi 
day  of  Mttroh,  a.  d.  1837,  and  immediately  before  the  committing  of  th* 
offence  in  this  count  after-mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  nineteenth  day 
JiMtf,  A.  D.  1847*  the  office  of  marriage  had  been  solemnized  by  the  taii 
VS^iOiam  Frederick  Hamilton,  so  being  such  curate  and  lawfully 
to  solemnize  marriage  in  the  said  district  church  as  aforeaud.  and 
register  such  marriage  as  aforesaid,  between  the  said  Samud  Bromm  an^  ^c^q 
the  said  Esther  Field,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  fir^r-T^n 
aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court. 

And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  farther  pnwif  ^  ^ 
That  the  said  Samuel  Brown,  well  knowing  the  premises  in  this  couk^  -^Ciiic 
mentioned,  did  then  and  there  and  immediately  after  the  nnlmnnmtTffc^  aiyjj 
of  the  said  marriage,  between  him  and  the  said  Esther  Field  as 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in 
county  first  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Courty 
force  and  arms,  &c.  unlawfully,  knowingly,  wilfuUy,  corruptly, 
falsely  make  certain  false  statements  to  the  said  iVWam 
Hamilton,  so  being  such  curate  and  having  such  lawful  authority  —  u 
aforesaid,  touching  certain  of  the  particulars  by  the  said  Act  of  Pto.  iia- 
ment  required  to  be  known  and  registered  touching  and  concerning  the 
said  marriage,  and  the  age  of  the  said  Esther  Field,  and  the  respedHHtiTe 
residences  of  him  the  said  Samuel  Brown  and  her  the  add  Esther  ^^SSeU 
for  the  purpose  of  the  same  false  statements  being  inserted  by  the  ^^Btid 
WUHam  Frederick  Hamilton,  as  such  curate  and  officiating  ministec  u 
aforesaid,  in  the  Marriage  Register  Books  of  the  said  district,  that  v^^  to 
say,  a  statement  that  the  said  Esther  Field  was  at  the  time  of  the  soI^^hd- 
nization  of  the  said  marriage  in  the  said  district  church  as  aforesaid-  ^  ^ 
full  age.  And  a  certain  other  statement,  that  the  residence  of  him  '^^ 
said  Samuel  Broum,  at  the  time  of  the  solemnization  of  the  said  msm^^ 
with  the  said  Esther  Field  as  last  aforesaid,  was  31,  Wimpole  Streei,  ^oMa 
a  certain  other  false  statement  that  the  residence  of  her  the  said  Bs€'^^ 
Field  at  the  time  of  the  solemnization  of  her  said  marriage  with  the  0^*^ 
Samuel  Brown  as  last  aforesaid,  was  Wimpole  Street.  Whereas,  in  trC^*^ 
and  in  fact,  the  said  Esther  Field,  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  solemnizaCrB^'^ 
of  the  said  last-mentioned  marriage,  of  full  age,  but  was  at  that  tM  ^^^ 
under  age  as  the  said  Samuel  Brown,  at  the  time  when  he  so  made  ^ 
said  false  statement  respecting  the  age  of  the  said  Esther  Field,  as 


aforesaid,  then  and  there  well  knew.   And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  ''— ^^ 


the  residence  of  him  the  said  Samuel  Brown,  at  the  time  of  the  aolen^  ^^^ 
zation  of  the  said  last-mentioned  marriage,  was  not  31,  Wimpole  ^^-^'^  * 


as  he  the  said  Samuel  Brown,  at  the  time  when  he  so  made  the  said 
statements  respecting  the  residence  of  him  the  said  Samud  Broum  as 
aforesaid,  then  and  there  well  knew.    And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fa 
the  residence  of  her  the  said  Esther  Field,  at  the  time  of  the  aolemnizaci^^^ 
of  the  said  lastnnentioned  marriage,  was  not  Wimpole  Street,  as  he  ^^ 
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Case. 


Baid  Samuel  Brown,  at  the  time  wheo  he  so  made  the  said  false  state-         ]  g4^^ 

ments  respectiDf?  the  resideDce  of  her  the  said  Esther  Fieid  as  last  afore-  

laid,  then  and  there  well  knew,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in     ^^.Yi^'^ 
inch  case  made  and  provided,  to  the  evil  and  pernicious  example  of  all 
>ther8  in  the  like  case  offending,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady 
he  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity,  &c. 

3rd  Count  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
iirther  present.  That  after  the  making  and  passing  of  the  said  Act  of 
Parliament  in  the  second  count  mentioned,  and  on  the  nineteenth  day  of 
hme,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  first 
iforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court,  the  said  Samuel 
Bromi,  with  force  and  arms,  &c.,  did  wilfully,  knowingly,  corruptly,  and 
inlawfully  make,  for  the  purpose  of  being  inserted  in  the  register  of  mar- 
iage,  a  hlte  statement  touching  the  particulars  required  by  the  said  Act 
)f  Parliament,  to  be  known  and  registered,  touching  the  marriage  of  him 
he  said  Samui  Brown  with  the  said  Esther  Field,  against  the  form  of  the 
itatute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  to  the  evil  and  pernicious 
sxample  of  all  others  in  the  like  case  offending,  and  against  the  peace  of 
mr  said  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity,  &c. 

4th  Count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
urther  present.  That  after  the  making  and  passing  of  the  said  Act  of 
PkrUament  in  the  second  count  mentioned,  and  on  the  nineteenth  day  of 
hme,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  first 
[foresaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court,  the  said  Samuel 
Brown,  with  force  and  arms,  &c.,  did  wilfully,  knowingly,  corruptly,  and 
inlawfully  make,  for  the  purpose  of  being  inserted  in  a  register  of  mar- 
iages,  a  certain  false  statement  touching  certain  of  the  particulars  by 
he  said  Act  of  Parliament  required  to  be  known  and  registered  touching 
narriages,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
rided,  to  the  evil  and  pernicious  example  of  all  others  in  the  like  case 
>Sending,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen, 
ler  crown  and  dignity. 
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1846. 


THE  QUEEN  v.  JOHN  LEONARD. 


Prisoner 
indicted  in 
first  count 
for  obtaining 
from  prose- 
cutor an 
order  for  the 
payment  of 
14/.  Is.  2d. 
by  false  pre- 
tences with 
intent  to 
defraud  him 
of  the  same : 
In  second 
count  for 
obtaining  an 
order  for 
16/.  2i.  Sd. 
widi  intent 
to  defraud 
the  prosecu- 
tor of  part  of 
the  proceeds 
thereof,  to 
wit,6«.  6d. 

Evidence 
as  to  first 
count,  that 
the  prisoner 
onlv  intended 
to  defraud 
prosecutor  of 
7s.  as  the  rest 
of  the  money 
was  really 
due.    Second 
count  proved 
ashdd. 
General  ver- 
dict of  guilty. 

Held,  first 
count  proved. 
A  separate 
sentence  re- 
commended 
to  be  passed 
on  the  other 
count. 


as 
of 
of 


Th£  prisoner  was  tried  under  stat.  7   &  8   Geo. 
c.  29,  s.  5,  before  the  learned  Recorder  of  London. 

The  indictment  contained  four  counts. 

The  first  count  stated  that  the  prisoner  was  in 
service  of  the  prosecutor,  and  that  it  was  his  duty 
such  servant  to  render  a  true  and  correct  account  ^^ 
the  work  done  by  and  money  due  to  the  workpeople  ^ 
the  prosecutor,  and  charged  that  the  prisoner  contrivinr-^ng 
and  intending  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  prosecutor  ^  of 
his  monies  and  property,  falsely  pretended  that 
certain  account  kept  by  him  was  a  true  and  corre 
account,  and  that  the  sum  of  14/«  Is.  2d.  was  then  di 
in  respect  of  work  performed  for  and  on  account 
the  said  prosecutor,  by  means  of  which  false  preieni 
he  then  and  there  unlawfully  and  fraudulently  obtaini 
from  the  prosecutor  an  order  for  the  payment 
money,  to  wit,  for  the  payment,  and  of  the  value 
14/.  \s.  2rf.,  the  property  of  the  said  prosecutor,  wi 
intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  him  of  the  same ;  and  t 
pretences  were  then  negatived. 

In  the  second  count  the  prisoner  was  charged  wi 
having  falsely  pretended  that  one  William  Tripplett^ 
workman  of  the  prosecutor,  was  entitled  to  the  sum 
1/.  4iS.  Sd.  for  the  work  performed  by  him,  by  mea 
of  which  false  pretence  he  unlawfully  and  fraudulen 
obtained  from  the  prosecutor  one  order  for  the  pa 
ment  of  money,  to  wit,  for  the  payment,  and  of  tf 
value  of  16/.  125.  3rf.,  the  property  of  the  said 
Richards,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  him 
part  of  the  proceeds  thereof,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
shillings  and  sixpence ;  and  the  pretence  was  th»  -^^ 
negatived. 
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The  third  and  fourth  counts  were  in  the  same  form       1848. 
as  the  second  count,  but  referred  to  other  similar  Leonard's 
charges.  Case. 

It  was  proved  upon  the  trial  that  the  prosecutor 
^i^g^g^  ^he  prisoner  as  foreman  over  the  men 
employed  by  him,  and  that  it  was  the  prisoner's  duty 
to  keep  an  account  of  the  work  the  men  performed 
and  of  the  wages  due  to  them,  and  on  the  Friday  in 
each  week  to  lay  before  the  prosecutor  an  account 
shewing  the  amount  earned  by  each  workman,  upon 
which  the  prosecutor  gave  him  a  cheque  upon  his 
banker  for  the  total  sum  so  shewn  to  be  due  to  the 
several  workpeople  for  their  week's  work. 

In  support  of  the  first  count  it  was  proved,  that  the 
prisoner  made  out  and  produced  to  the  prosecutor  an 
account  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  total  amount 
due  and  payable  on  the  12th  of  Nove^nher^  was 
14/.  Is.  2d.^  and  that  this  sum  included  a  false  charge 
of  seven  shillings  which  was  not  in  fact  due.  That 
the  prosecutor  confiding  in  the  accuracy  of  the  account 
gave  the  prisoner  a  cheque  for  14/.  Is.  2d.y  which  the 
prisoner  immediately  cashed,  and  applied  the  said 
sum  of  seven  shillings  to  his  own  use,  but  properly 
disposed  of  the  remainder. 

The  second  count  was  supported  by  similar  evidence, 
and  had  reference  to  a  cheque  for  16/.  125.  3t/. 
obtained  by  the  prisoner  on  the  19th  of  November, 
Dut  of  which  he  applied  to  his  own  use  the  sum  of  six 
shillings  and  sixpence,  falsely  stated  in  his  account  to 
be  due  to  one  William  Tripplett^  the  prisoner  applying 
the  remainder  of  the  proceeds  properly  in  payment  of 
the  workmen  to  whom  the  respective  sums  charged 
were  due. 

Evidence  having  been  also  given  in  support  of  the 
third  and  fourth  counts,  it  was  objected  by  the 
prisoner's  counsel  that  the  indictment  was  not 
sustained,   inasmuch   as   under   the  first  count   the 
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1848.       prisoner   could   not  be   said    to   have   obtained    ih 


Leonard's   cheque  by  false  pretences,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  de — 
Case.        fraud  the  prosecutor  of  the  same^  his  intention  bavin 


been  to  cheat  him  of  a  small  portion  of  the  proceeds. 
And  that  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  second  count_ 
charging  the  obtaining  a  cheque  with  intent  to  de — 
fraud  the  prosecutor  of  part  of  the  proceeds  thereof 
and  which  supported  that  allegation,  did  not  mak^ 
out  an  offence  within  the  statute  (a). 


(a)  The  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  8.  53,  enacts,  that  "  if  any 
shall  by  any  false  pretence  obtain  from  any  other  person  any  chattel 
money,  or  valnable  security,  with  intent  to  cheat  or  defraud  any  persa 
of  the  same,  every  such  offender  shall  be-gnilty  of  a  misdemeanor.  In  tb- 
case  it  was  held  that  an  intent  to  defraud  of  an  order  for  14/.  Is,  2d,  w 
proved  by  evidence  of  a  fraudulent  obtaining  such  order  with  intent 
cheat  the  giver  out  of  a  part  of  the  proceeds  of  it,  viz.  7$,  It  is  cU 
that  there  was  the  intent  to  defraud  of  that  spec^  order^  though  the 
was  also  the  intent  only  to  defraud  of  a  pari  qf  ks  value.  The  wor_ 
*'  the  sam^*  in  the  statute  were  thus  satisfied.  In  IL  v.  Bloon^ 
C.  &  M.  537,  the  prisoner  was  charged  in  the  first  count  of  the  indii 
ment,  with  having  falsely  pretend^  that  he  was  M.  H.,  and  havivca 
thereby  obtained  one  sovereign  from  6.  P.,  with  intent  to  defraud  h^s 
"  of  the  same.*  In  the  second  count,  (a  similar  averment)  "  with  int^^ 
to  defraud  6.  P.  of  the  sum  of  Ave  shillings,  parcel  qf  the  value  of  the  s^fu 
last  mentioned  piece  of  the  current  gold  coin."    It  was  proved,  that  tJti 

grisoner  made  the  fsJse  pretence  and  thereby  induced  G.  P.  to  buy  ^ 
im  for  five  shillings  a  bottle  of  worthless  stuff;  that  6.  P.  gave  hioc^ 
Sovereign,  and  the  prisoner  gave  him  in  change  fifteen  shillings.  Cre^^ 
weU,  J.,  held  that  the  intent  laid  in  the  first  count  was  not  proved :  a^^ 
that  the  intent  laid  in  the  second  count  was  proved.  Quiere^  whetlv-^ 
under  the  above  statute  the  second  count  was  not  bad,  as  averring  ^^ 
obtaining  of  one  thing  with  intent  to  cheat  of  another  ?  Tlie  obj( 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  taken  at  the  trial.  (Vide  Qreave^s  R 
vol.  2,  p.  308,  note  (d),  and  Addenda,  p.  996,  Editor's  note).  The 
mendation  of  the  Judges  in  the  principal  case  to  pass  a  separate  aenten.  ^ 
on  aD  the  counts  of  the  indictment  but  the  first,  seems  to  imply  thp-  ^ 
those  counts  would  be  bad  on  error.  In  R,  v.  Lowden  and  Others,  7  Doi^^ 
P.  C.  538,  a  warrant  of  commitment  charging  the  defendants  with  havic^ 
"  begun  to  pull  down  and  destroy  tit  pari  a  dwelling-house,  by  desUu^J 
ing  the  windows  and  window-frames,"  was  held  bad  by  Fattbson  ^^ 
the  Stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  8,  enacting,  that  "  If  any  person  riotoiisl^ 
&c.,  shall  unlawfully,  &c.,  demolish,  pull  down,  &c.,  or  begin  to  d^ 
molish,  pull  down,  or  destroy,  &c.  any  house,  stable,  &c.,  every  su^^ 
offender  shall  be  guilty  of  felony :"  though  it  might  perhaps  have  th 
been  fairly  contended  that  the  words  **  in  part"  were  surplusage.  (Vi 
R.  V.  Judd,  2  T.  R.  255 ;  R.  v.  Remnant,  5  T.  R.  169). 

Though  the  intent  laid  and  proved  must  be  to  cheat  of  the  whole  of 
chattels,  money,  &c.,  which  are  alleged  to  be  obtained  by  the  fal^ 
pretence,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  whole  of  the  false  preten^^ 
laid.  In  R.  v.  Hill,  R.  &  R.,  C.  C.  190,  it  was  held  on  an  indictment  f^^ 
obtaining  money  bv  false  pretences,  that  the  whole  of  the  pretence  eharg^^ 
need  not  be  proved ;  proof  of  part  of  it,  and  that  the  money  was  obtain^^ 
on  that  part  of  it,  is  sufficient. 
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The  learned  Recorder  refused  to  stop  the  case,  and       1848. 
the  jury  having  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  the  whole   Leonard's 
indictment  he  respited  the  judgment,  and  reserved       C^®- 
the  points  raised  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Judges. 

In   May  1848,  this  case  was  considered  by  Lord  MS»ParkeB. 
Oehman  C.  J.,  Wilde  C.  J.,  Parke  B.,  Patteson  J., 

C0I.TMAN  J.,  WlGHTMAN   J.,  ROLFE  B.,  CrESSWELL  J., 

£ii.L£  J.,  Platt  B.,  Williams  J.  They  were  un- 
animously of  opinion  that  the  first  count  was  proved, 
and  they  recommended  the  learned  Recorder  to  pass  a 
separate  sentence  on  the  other  counts. 


{SPUING  ASSIZES,  1848.) 


REGINA  V.  MICHAEL  STOKES.  184g. 

At*  the  Spring  assizes  for  Yorkshire^  Michael  Stokes  indictment 
^as  tried  before  Mr.  Baron  Rolfe  for  murder,  on  ainf  ticai  not  bad, 
^^dictment  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  :  meanin^is 

sufficiently 

^orkshvre^yiihQ  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen  upon    *^ 

to  wit  >  their  oath  present,  that  Michael  Stokes, 
'^te  of  the  parish  of  Leeds  in^  the  county  of  York, 
*^bourer,  on  the  twentieth  day  of  January  in  the 
eleventh  year  of  the  reign  of  our  Sovereign  Lady 
^ictaria,  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid 
^^  the  county  aforesaid,  in  and  upon  one  Mary 
^^nn  Garrad,  in  the  peace  of  God  and  our  said  Lady 
^^^e  Queen  then  and  there  being,  feloniously,  wilfully, 
^Hd  of  his  malice  aforethought,  did  make  an  assault, 
^^^d  that  the  said  Michael  Stokes  a  certain  musket  of 

▼OL.  I.  z 
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1848.       the  value  of  6ve  shillings,  then  and  there  charged  air^^^j 
Stokbs'b    ^^^^^d  ^^th  gunpowder  and  one  leaden  bullet,  (whi^i^i^ 
Case.       musket  he  the  said  Michael  Stoker  in  his  right  hni — ^jj 
then  and  there  held),  to,  against,  and  upon  the  8a~  _  y^ 
Mary  Ann  Garrad^  then  and  there  feloniously,  w^B/. 
fully,   and   of   his  malice  aforethought,  did   sho^^^ 
discharge,  and  send  forth.     And  that  the  said  Michmi^i 
StokeSf  with  the  leaden  bullet  aforesaid,  out  of  ^te 
musket   aforesaid,  then   and  there  by  the  force    of 
the  gunpowder,  so  shot,  discharged,  and  sent  forth 
as  aforesaid,  the  said  Mary  Ann  Garradf  in  and  upon- 
the  belly  of  her  the  said  Mary  Ann  Garrad^  on  th^ 
right  side  of  the  navel  of  her  the  said  Mary  A 
Garrad,  then   and   there  feloniously,  wilfully,  an 
of  his  malice  aforethought,  did  strike,  wound,  and 
penetrate,  giving  to  the  said  Mary  Ann  Crorrai^,  then 
and  there,  with   the  leaden  bullet  aforesaid,  so  as 
aforesaid  shot,  discharged,  and  sent  forth  out  of  the 
musket  aforesaid,  by  the  said  Michael  Stokes^  in  and 
upon  the  said  belly  of  her  the  said  Mary  Ann  Garrad^ 
on  the  right  side  of  the  navel  of  her  the  said  Mixry 
Ann  Garrad,  one  mortal  wound  of  the  breadth  of  one 
inch,  and  of  the  depth  of  ten  inches,  of  which  said 
mortal  wound  the  said  Mary  Ann  Garrad  on  the  said 
twentieth  day  of  January,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at 
the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid  died,  and 
so  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
say  that  the  said  Michael  Stokes,  the  said  Mary  Ann 
Garrad  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  feloniously, 
wilfully,  and  of  his  malice  aforethought,  did  kill  and 
murder,  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her 
crown    and  dignity,    and  against  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

The  indictment  had  originally  been  prepared  in  the; 
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Jsual  form,  but  before  it  went  up  to  the  grand  jury      1848. 
:Iie  alterations  were  made  indicated  by  itaUcs.  ^irous^ 

It  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  prisoner  loaded  ^^^^* 
lis  musket  with  a  ball  cartridge  and  deliberately  shot 
Mary  Ann  Garrad.  The  ball  passed  through  her 
xxiy,  and  killed  her  on  the  spot. 
.  It  was  contended  by  the  prisoner's  counsel,  first, 
.hat  the  indictment  was  bad,  leaving  it  uncertain 
whether  the  musket  itself  was  shot,  discharged,  and 
.^nt  forth  out  of  some  other  engine,  as  for  instance, 
in  infernal  machine,  or  whether  the  musket  was  only 
sred  off  and  the  bullet  discharged  from  it  in  the 
pTdinary  way. 

Or,  secondly,  if  the  indictment  be  good,  then  it 
^as  contended  that  the  evidence  did  not  warrant  the 
conviction,  for  that  the  introduction  of  the  words,  ^'and 
^^d  forth,"  shewed  the  meaning  of  the  indictment  to 
>«  that  the  musket  itself  was  shot,  discharged,  and 
^ent  forth  out  of  some  other  engine,  which  was  not  the 


The  learned  Baron  requested  the  opinion  of  the 
f^cidges  on  these  points. 

Hiis  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Term,  1848,  before 
^1  the  Judges  except  Alderson  B.,  Maule  J.,  and 

•^OLERIDGE  J. 

DearsUy  for  the  prisoner.  1.  The  indictment  is 
^d,  either  as  being  repugnant ^  in  first  averring  that 
'be  musket  was  sent  forth,  which  must  mean  sent 
oith  as  a  missile ;  and  afterwards,  that  the  ball  was 
^&t  forth  out  of  the  musket,  apparently  making  the 
^^^  the  missile  and  not  the  musket;  or,  as  being 
^^^certain^  in  applying  the  words  shoot,  discbarge,  and 
^^&d  forth  to  the  musket,  whereas  the  latter  term 
^^ms  applicable  to  the  ball  alone ;  and  as  the  words 
*  Send  forth"  must  be  taken  to  have  some  meaning 

z  2 
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1848.      distinct  from  that  involved  in  the  words  *' shoot  an.  ci 
Stokks'8    discharge,"  they  cannot  be  rejected  as  surplusages*  ; 
Case.       they  therefore  render  the  indictment  bad   for  ok=k- 
certainty  (a). 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 
MS.  Parke  B.      Afterwards,  all  the  Judges  thought  the  indictmeKnt 
sufficient ;  that  the  cause  of  the  death  was  sufficiently 
described  to  be  the  bullet  sent  forth  and  discharged 
force  of  the  gunpowder,  by  the  prisoner. 

(a)  In  this  case  the  Attorney  Qtnerai  had  refused  his  fiat  on  applL« 
tion  to  him  for  leave  to  bring  a  writ  of  error. 


18*8.       REGINA  V.  WHITTAKER,  HOLMES,  MAWB, 

WILLIAMS,  WILSON,  AND  GETTING. 

Six  prisoners  The  six  prisoners  were  found  guilty  before  Chief 
n£°tot^  Justice  Wilde,  at  the  Spring  assizes  for  Derby,  of 
9  Geo,  4,        having  been  in  inclosed  land  at  night,  armed  to  take 

c.  69,  8.  9,  o     » 

for  having  game,  contrary  to  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  69. 
c^n  field        "^^^  inclosed  land  was  a  field  occupied  by  Matclijfe. 
at  night.  The  prisoners  were  in  company  in  a  lane  by  tb^ 

the  purpose  ^^de  of  RaicUffe's  field,  and  were  seen  there  to  emplojf 

of  takm^^  themselves  in  setting  nets  between  the  ditch  and  tb^ 

was  proved  hedge  of  the  field  to  take  game.     One  of  the  prisone^c* 

thepriMnm  remained  with  the  nets,  and  the  rest  divided  into  t^^^ 

^if  fidA  ^^  parties  and  went  round  the  field.     Three  or  four  ^^ 

some  had  the  prisoners,  with  two  dogs,  were  seen  at  one  di^^^ 

ouSdeofit,  beating  in  the  field  for  game.     The  witness  stat^-^' 

aiding  and  that  he  saw  the  six  prisoners  come  out  of  the  field  ac^^ 

assisting  the  ^ 

others.  He^  go  together  to  the  nets  and  take  them  up,  and  aft^  ^' 

that  the 

actual  entry 

of  some  of  the  party  armed  was  sufficient  to  support  the  conviction  of  all  the  prisoo^^^ 

though  it  could  not  be  proved  which  of  the  prisoners  had  actually  entered  the  fidd. 
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^^rds  to  proceed  in  company  in  a  direction  leading  to       i8+8. 
the  town  o(  Derby.    '  YfnvtrA 

The  prisoners  were  kept  in  view  irom  the  time  ker's 
tfacy  took  up  the  nets  until  they  were  taken  into  ***' 
cuistody. 

The  prisoners  were  at  the  time,  and  under  the 
cl  i*cumstances  above  mentioned,  all  associated  and 
ex2  gaged  in  the  common  purpose  and  object  of  taking 
gr^me  in  Ratcliffe^s  field. 

When  the  prisoners  had  proceeded  some  distance, 

s^^eral  men  who  had  been  sent  for  by  the  keeper 

<^^ine  up,  and  the  prisoners  were  then  stopped  and 

a^t^bmpted  to  be  taken  into  custody  ;  they  resisted,  and 

^  conflict  ensued;  ultimately  they  were  all  captured. 

At  the  time  the  prisoners  were  stopped,  four  of  them 

t^^d  sticks  or  bludgeons,  and  two  of  them  drew  knives 

^^■•om  their  pockets  and  threatened  to  stab  or  rip  up 

^h  e  takers. 

The  prisoners'  counsel  objected  that  the  evidence 
did  not  sufficiently  prove  that  all  the  prisoners  had 
been  in  the  field,  the  witness  having  only  seen  three 
or  four  at  one  time,  and  that  none  could  be  properly 
<^onvicted  who  had  not  been  in  the  field,  and  as  those 
Who  had  been  in  the  field  could  not  be  identified  all 
^ust  be  acquitted. 

Although  the  witness  said  he  saw  all  the  prisoners 
Come  out  of  the  field,  the  learned  Chief  Justice  did 
Dot  think  the  evidence  sufficiently  certain  that  all  had 
actually  been  in  the  field,  and  directed  the  jury  to 
Consider  whether  all  the  prisoners  were  at  the  time 
associated  and  engaged  in  pursuing  the  common 
purpose  and  object  of  taking  game  by  some  of  them 
going  armed  into  the  field,  and  there  beating  for 
game,  while  others  rendered  their  aid  by  remaining 
outside  of  the  hedge,  and  directed  the  jury  that  if  they 
were  satisfied  that  all  the  prisoners  were  so  engaged 
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1848.     they  were  all  liable  to  be  found  gailty,  although  tl^  ^ 
Whitta-    witnesses  could  not  identify  which  of  the  prisone^m 
"^»      actually  entered  the  field  and  beat  for  game. 

The  case  was  left  to  the  jury  upon  the  aasumptics^ii 
tliat  some  of  the  prisoners  had  never  entered  the  fieL^. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  requested  the  advice   «f 
the  Judges  if  the  direction  was  right  in  point  of  lai^« 

A  question  arose  during  the  trial  as  to  the  effect  cf 
the  two  men  having  knives  in  their  pockets  while  id 
the  field,  but  the  learned  Chief  Justice  thought  that 
that  question  was  precluded  by  the  verdict  of  the  jui; 
respecting  the  four  men  having  sticks  in  the  field, 
which  was  a  sufficient  arming  by  the  whole. 

This  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Term,  1848,  before 
all  the  Judges,  except  Alderson  B.,  Coleridob  J., 
and  Mauls  J.,  who  were  absent. 

Willmore  for  the  prisoners.  The  question  here  k, 
whether  a  man  can  be  convicted  of  being  in  a  certain 
field,  although  he  has  not  actually  been  there.  He 
cannot :  1.  Because  such  a  conviction  is  opposed  to 
the  principles  which  govern  the  construction  of  penal 
statutes.  2.  It  involves  many  inconveniences  and 
absurdities.  3.  Because  it  is  contrary  to  the  intention 
of  the  Legislature  as  evinced  by  various  words  of  the 
statute,  under  which  the  indictment  is  framed,  and 
by  the  statutes  in  pari  materid. 

1.  The  prisoners  were  indicted  under  stat.  9  Oto^it 
c.  69,  which  not  only  relates  to  an  act  which  was 
already  malum  prohibitum^  but  renders  that  act  more 
criminal  if  done  under  particular  circumstances  therein 
set  forth.  It  is  important  to  consider  what  principle 
of  construction  are  applicable  to  statutes  so  higUy 
penal.  It  is  said  in  Dwarris  on  Statutes,  p.  711» 
**  To  bring  a  case  within  the  statute  it  should  not  only 
be  within  the  mischief  contemplated  by  the  statate, 
but  also  within  the  plain  intelligible  import  of  the 


Case. 
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words    ...    A  cams  omissus  can  in  no  case  be      ig4^. 
supplied  by  a  Court  of  Law,  for  that  would  be  to    ^h,„^. 
make  laws.    Judges  are  bound  to  take  an  Act  of      ur's 
Parliament  as  the  Legislature  has  made  it."    Again, 
p.  7379  "  A  penal  law  shall  not  be  extended  by  con- 
struction.   The  law  of  England  does  not  allow  of 
constructive  offences  or  of  arbitrary  punishments.    No 
man  incurs  a  penalty  unless  the  act  which  subjects 
him  to  it  is  clearly  both  within  the  spirit  and  the 
letter  of  the  statute  imposing  such  penalty."    In  East's 
Pleas  of  the  Crown,  IL  592,  s.  31,  Lord  Mansfield  is 
reported  to  have  said,  *'  there  is  a  great  difference 
between  bringing  a  case  within  the  equity  of  an  Act 
where  it  is  not  within  the  words,  and  taking  a  case 
out  of  the  meaning  of  an  act  by  an  equitable  con- 
struction where  it  is  within  the  words.    That  the  first 
aught  never  to  be  done  in  a  criminal  case,  neither 
ought  the  second,  if  the  case  were  in  equal  mischief 
with  others  clearly  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act*' — 
i  e.,  a  case  should  never  be  brought  within  a  criminal 
statute  by  constructive  interpretation  where  it  is  not 
within  the  words. 

Here  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  s.  9,  is  cumulative, 
and  attaches  to  poaching  under  certain  local  circum- 
stances certain  additional  penalties.  In  order  to  con- 
stitute the  offence  which  it  creates  it  requires  an 
absolute  local  bodily  presence  at  a  particular  place. 
The  offence  itself  is  not  complete  unless  it  has  in  it 
the  element  of  locality :  It  is  topographical  in  its 
nature :  Place  is  one  of  its  material  ingredients.  The 
technical  theory  of  '*  constructive  presence  "  is  wholly 
inapplicable,  for  that  means  presence  at  a  transactiont 
not  presence  at  a  spot ;  if  a  party  is  near  enough  to 
give  aid,  he  is  constructively  present  at  a  transaction 
though  he  be  not  actually  on  the  spot ;  but  if  he  is 
only  near,  it  is  clear  that  he  is  not  at  the  spot,  and 
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i.      therefore  cannot  come  within  the  words  of  a  8tatut&!^=s 
^i^  which  requires  him  to  be  actually  an  the  spot 
ft's  The  doctrine  of  constructive  presence  as  applied 

cases  of  burglary  or  larceny  is,  therefore,  inapplicable 
here.     Besides  as  those  are  common  law  offences,  th< 
Judges,  in  there  holding  that   those   who  are   iteai 
enough  to  aid  are  principals,  have  only  defined  an( 
developed  the  full  nature  and  form  which  the  commoi 
law  has  assigned  to  those  crimes,  but  which  previousl; 
to  such  definition  and  development  had  no  very  dis- 
tinct   outline.     But    here,    as    the    Legislature   har 
accurately  defined  the  precise  nature  of  the  offence 
the  doctrine  of  development  can  have  no  place,  and 
constructive  addition  to  a  penal  statute  is  opposed 
the  fundamental  rules  of  judicial  interpretation.  More 
over,  there  are  limits  to  such  development  even  in  th 
case  of  common  law  offences;  and  the  Legislator 
seem  to  have  thought  that  in  dealing  with  the  crime  o 
burglary  that  judicial  process  had  been  carried  a  littl 
too  far.     For  when  outhouses  entirely  separate  fro 
the  house  but  within  the  curtilage,  and  so  in  a  manne 
forming  parcel  thereof,  had  been  held  to  be  part  of  th^? 
dwelling-house  itself,  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29, 
passed  in  order  to  check  the  growth  of  this  branch  o 
constructive  law,  and  declared  that  no  such  outhouses 
should  be  deemed  part  of  the  dwelling-house,  unless 
they  were  connected  with  the  house  by  a  covered 
passage.     In  1  Starkie's  Cr.  Pleading,  p.  84,  note, 
Graham  B.,  is  reported  to  have  said,  "  It  has  frequently 
been  held,  that  what  would  amount  to  a  constructive 
presence  at  common  law  will  not  be  sufficient  in  an 
indictment  under  a  statute.*' 

2.  The  doctrine  of  constructive  presence  if  held 
applicable  here  would  lead  to  the  following  extra- 
vagances. The  statute  makes  the  offence  a  mis 
demeanor.     If,  therefore,  a  person  can  be  guilty  ( 
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le  offence  by  assisting  in  its  commission  though  not       1846. 

resent  on  the  spot,  it  would  seem,  that  a  poulterer    whitta- 

ho  hired  the  poachers  to  do  the  act  and  supplied       k^* 

lem   with  guns  or  other  implements  would  be  a 

rincipal,  and  might  be  convicted  of  being  ^'  on  the 

md"'  on  the  night  in  question,  though  in  reality  he 

as  fifty  miles  off  in  his  bed  in  London.     So  might 

le  poacher's  daughter  who  prepared  the  implements 

r  went  to  ascertain  whether  the  keepers  were  out, 

Ithough  actually  at  the  time  in    question  she  was 

deep  in   her  father's  cottage  two  miles  off.     It  is, 

lerefore,  clear  that  a  line  must  be  drawn  somewhere : 

jt  if  it  be  not  drawn  where  the  statute  has  drawn  it 

f  plain  express  words,  what  other  intelligible  limit 

m  be  assigned  to  it  ? 

Again,  in  an  indictment  for  burglary  or  larceny, 
.  might  be  charged  with  committing  the  crime  by 
iving  stood  near  the  house  with  the  intent  of  aiding 
'•  in  the  actual  commission  of  the  offence.  The  facts 
ight  be  so  stated :  it  would  be  a  clumsy  indict- 
ent,  but  not  legally  bad.  But  can  it  be  contended, 
at  an  indictment  under  this  statute,  charging  A. 
ith  committing  the  offence  there  specified,  by  reason 

his  having  stood  in  the  field  1,  with  the  intent 

aiding  B.  and  C.  while  they  poached  in  field  2, 
id  concluding  contra  ybmiam  statuti,  would  not  be 
id  upon  its  face,  as  showing  that  in  real  fact  it  was 
H  contrei  formam  statuti.  If  the  words  contraybnwaw 
atuti  mean  anything,  it  must  be  so ;  for  even  though 
/  some  mysterious  process  the  words  contra  formam 
atuti  were  held  to  mean  contra  spiritum  statuti, 
lere  would  still  be  the  following  difiiculty : — 

The  spirit  of  the  act  is  to  be  gathered  from  its 
3Ject.  The  object  was  to  prevent  affrays  between 
amekeepers  and  poachers ;  and  three  poachers  to- 
ether,  armed,  were  deemed  a  body  sufficiently  nume- 
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1846.      rous  and   alarming  to  require  legislative  coercion         *i 
Whitta.    ^"^  *^^  doctrine  of  constructive  presence  would  giv^^  "^ 
"»*«      the  act  quite  a  different  character,  and  inform  it  witkdK-li 
a  spirit  of  much  greater  severity.    For  thereby  (I 
take  a  case  suggested  in  Greaves^  able  note,  in  1  Rh$ — 
sell^  476),  if  three  poachers  were  outside  a  high  parlu^M^k 
wall,  and  one  of  them  only  puts  his  hand  through  a^^    a 
hole  for  the  purpose  of  fastening  a  snare  inside,  alM'^U 
three  would  be  held  to  have   '^  entered   the  park,' 
though  they  were  so  completely  shut  out  of  it  as 
be  absolutely  precluded  from  having  an  affray  with^ 
or  doing  any  injury  to,  the  keepers  inside  the  park* 
Surely,  in  such  case,  they  would  be  neither  withii 
the  spirit  nor  the  letter  of  the  act.    Moreover,  such 
construction   would  lead  to  the  inconvenience 
difficulty  of  deciding  in  such  case,  whether  they  wen 
'^  near  enough"  to  be  liable  to  be  deemed  to  be  '*  ii 
the  land;"   whereas  the  literal  construction  of  tb< 
words  would   prevent  any  such    difficulty    arising* 
Again,  to  take  another  case,  suggested  in  the  8am< 
note.     One  man  enters  a  manor  plantation ;  anothei 
goes  into  close    A.^  on  one  side  of  the  plantation, 
another  into  close  B.^  on  the  other  side ;  if  the  con- 
struction contended  for  be  correct,  each  and  all  oi 
those  three  men  is  and  are  at  one  and  the  same 
bodily  in  the  plantation,  and  in  close  A.  and  in 
B.y  and,  as  it  would  seem,  be  subject  to  three  several 
indictments  relative  to  each  of  those  three  places. 
And  the  mode  of  proving  that  one  of  them  was  bodily 
in  close  A.  would  be,  by  calling  a  witness  to  swear 
that,  at  that  very  time,  he  saw  him  bodily  in  close  B. ; 
yet,  in  any  other  case,  such  evidence  would  be  proof 
of  an  alibi.     It  is  true  that  all  three  would  be  prin- 
cipals in  an  offence,  but  that  offence  would  be  poach* 
ing  simply.    The  fallacy  consists  in  supposing  them 
guilty  of  the   offence  with  the  elements  of  locality 
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attached  to  it.    They  help  each  other  to  poach,  and       18i8. 
therefore  are  poachers ;  but  they  do  not  commit  the    whitta- 
loeal  part  of  the  offence.     Indeed  it  is  difficult  to       ^^ 
understand  how  a  man  can  help  another  to  be  in  a 
particular  place  by  being  elsewhere  himself,  other- 
wise than  by  supplying  him  with  the  means  of  transit 
from  one  spot  to  another ;  and  the  attempt  to  give  to 
a  man  the  incidents  of  locality  in  field  A.^  and  at  the 
8<ime  time  the  contradictory  incidents  of  locality  in 
field  j5.  is,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  as  bewildering  to  the 
mind  as  to  attach  to  the  word  ^'  here''  the  meaning  of 
the  word  "  there." 

3.  The  words  of  the  statute  are  important,  as  shew- 
ing that  the  Legislature  intended  the  definition  of  the 
oflTence  to  be  complete,  and  to  leave  nothing  to  be  sup- 
|)Iied  by  construction  or  inference.    All  its  provisions 
are  in  express  terms.     By  stat.  9  Oeo.  3,  c.  €9,  s.  2, 
power  is  given  to  particular  persons  to  apprehend  offen- 
ders under  particular  circumstances,  and  one  of  those 
circumstances  is,  where  any  offender  is  either  ^^  found 
upon  the  land^'or  has  ''escaped  therefrom."  Thiswould 
seem  to  shew,  that  to  become  liable  to  apprehension 
the  offender  must  have  been  upon  the  land.     Can  the 
Legislature  have  meant  thereby  to  indicate  a  construc- 
tive entry,  and  so  to  imply  that  he  need  not  have 
been  upon  the  land.     If  so,  what  meaning  can  be 
attached  to  the  words,  *'  have  escaped  therefrom  Y* 
From  where  ?    And  if  ai  constructive  entry  be  suffi- 
cient, what  are  its  limits,  and  how  will  the  unlearned 
persons,  who  are  authorized  to  apprehend,  with  refe- 
rence  to  such  limits,  be  able  to  ascertain  them? 
Again,  sec.  12  defines  the  time  of  this  offence.     Is 
that  to  be  open  to  constructive  development  ?    If  not, 
why  should  place  ? 

Again,  the  Game  Act,  1  &  2  Wm.  4,  c.  32,  s.  32, 
applies   to  ''  any  persons  to  the  number  of  five  or 
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1848.       more  together  found  upon  any  land."     Could  it  be 
Whitta-    ^^^>  under  that  statute,  that  finding  one  person  in  a 
field,  with  four  in  the  adjoining  field,  would  be  finding 
five  together  in  the  field  where  the  one  was  found? 
(See  Mr.  Greaves*  note  (i),  Russell,  I.  p.  476-7). 

Again,  the  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  29,  which  seems 
plainly  to  have  been  passed  with  the  view  of  reme- 
dying defects  in  the  above  statute,  would  have.  been, 
quite  needless  had  the  Legislature  thought  that  the 
latter  statute  could   have  been  so  construed ;   for  i 
would  have  been  lawful,  without  such  new  enactment 
to  apprehend  persons  not  only  on  the  lands  itself 
but  on  public  roads,   highways,  paths  on  the  side 
thereof,  &c. 

Car.  adv.  mUt. 

MS.PtokeB.  The  Judges,  in  this  case,  did  not  think  it  necessarjr 
to  decide,  whether  it  would  be  an  ofience  within  the 
statute  if  a  party  of  three  or  more  together,  one  being 
armed,  entered  into  and  were  in  land  consisting  of 
two  or  more  enclosures  in  the  same  or  different  occu- 
pations, because  here  the  form  of  the  indictment  made 
it  essential  to  prove  that  the  ofience  was  committed  in 
the  field  occupied  by  jRatcliffe.  Five  of  the  Judges 
(Parke  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Cresswell  J.,  Platt  B., 
Williams  J.)  were  of  opinion,  that  to  constitute  a 
statutable  misdemeanor,  the  party  must  enter  into  and 
be  bodily  in  the  close,  and  that  if  three  were  in  the 
close  and  three  out,  the  latter  were  not  guilty  ;  and 
as  the  three  who  entered  could  not  in  this  case  be 
ascertained,  all  were  entitled  to  be  acquitted.  Seven 
of  the  Judges  (Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Wilde  C.  J., 
Pollock  C.  B.,  Rolfe  B.,  Coltman  J.,  Wiqhtman 
J.,  Erle  J.),  thought  that  if  three  were  in  the  close, 
one  being  armed,  they  were  guilty,  and  that  all 
others   who   were   together   with  them,    aiding   and 
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assisting,  were  guilty  of  the  same  misdemeanor,  though       1848. 
they  were  not  in  the  field.    The  conviction  was,  there-     Whitta- 
fore,  held  good  (a).  "b*8 

(a)  The  majority  of  Jadget  seem  to  have  considered  all  the  prisoners 
as  constituting  one  entire  party,  a  portion  of  which  party  being  in  the 
dose  in  question  criminated  the  whole  party*  owing  to  its  constructive 
entirety.  The  result,  therefore,  would  seem  to  be  the  same,  if  one  or 
more  of  the  party  had  been  upon  their  own  land  adjoining  to  the  close  in 

auestion,  or  even  in  their  own  houses,  supposing  the  jury  found  that 
ley  were  near  enough  to  aid  and  assist  those  who  were  on  the  land,  and 
were  actually  doing  so. 


THE  QUEEN  t).  WILLIAM  TYLNEY,  HENRY       IMS. 
FORD  TUFFS,  AND  JEMIMA  TUFFS. 

Thb  prisoners  above  named  were  tried  before  Mr.  Indictment 
Justice  CoLTMAN,  at  the  Spring  assizes  for  the  county  thewiUof 
of  Norfolk,  for  forgery.  ^'^^  .„, 

It  is  unnecessary  to  advert  to  the  first  and  second  tent  to  de- 
counts,  as  the  proof  was  clearly  insufficient  to  support  heir-at-law  of 
those  counts.  T^&V' 

The  third  count  charged  the  prisoners  with  forging  tent  to  de« 
the  will  of  William  Tuffs^  deceased,  with  intent  to  person  or 
defraud  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  William  Tuffs.         P«"°"^» «°- 

^  known. 

The  fourth  count  charged  them  with  uttering  the      Qtuare, 
will,  knowing  it  to  be  forged,  with  the  like  intent.         der  thedr°" 

The  fifth  count  charged  them  with  forging  the  will,  ^^ ^^^^ 
with  intent  to  defraud  a  certain  person  or  persons,  avaiidobiec- 
whose  names  are  unknown  to  the  jurors.  tiOwnto  the 

The  sixth  count  charged  them  with  uttering  the  wiu  beine 

^  ,        ,      ^^  produced  in 

will,  knowing  it  to  be  forged  with  the  like  intent  as  evidence  by 
charged  in  the  fifth  count.  at  AeteS!7 

on  the  ground 

of  its  being  a  privileged  commonication } 

Qtftfre,  whether  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  the  existence  of  some  person  whom  the 

prisoners  could  have  defrauded  by  a  forged  will,  a  count  for  forging  with  intent  to 

defraud  some  persons  unknown  could  be  supported  ? 
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* 

1848.  Two  questions  of  law  arose  in  the  course  of  the 

Tuff's        trial. 

Caw.  The  first  was,  whether  the  will  could  be  produced 

and  used  in  evidence. 

The  will  was  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Cfarwood^  an 
attorney.  Mr.  Garwood  stated,  that  Jemima  Tuffs 
came  to  him  in  the  latter  part  of  July^  or  the  begin- 
ning of  August.  That  she  had,  on  a  previous  occasion, 
consulted  him  about  some  professional  matters  on 
which  he  had  advised  her,  though  he  had  not  ever 
made  any  charge  for  that  advice. 

He  said,  that  when  she  came,  in  the  latter  end  of 
Julyj  or  the  beginning  of  August^  she  brought  a  paper 
with  her  (which  was,  in  fact,  the  forged  will) ;  that 
he  judged  from  what  she  said,  that  she  came  to  con- 
sult him  as  to  that  document;  that  it  was  for  the 
purpose  of  enforcing  the  document.  He  said  further : 
'^  She  did  not  come  to  consult  me  as  to  what  her 
rights  were,  but  that  I  might  enforce  her  rights 
under  it." 

It  was  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoners,  that 
Mr.  Garwood  could  not  be  allowed  to  produce  the 
document  in  question,  for  which  the  case  of  Hex  v. 
Smithy  Phillipps  on  Evid.,  9th  edit.  p.  171,  was  cited. 
On  the  other  side. 

Queen  v.  Avert/y  8  Car.  &  P.  596, 
Queen  v.  JoneSy  1  Denison's  C.  C.  166, 
Queen  v.  Harley^  1  Denison's  C.  C.  197, 
Wilson  V.  Rastall,  4  T.  R.  753, 
were  relied  on. 

The  learned  Judge  considered  the  efiect  of  Mr. 
Garwood's  evidence  to  be,  that  the  document  was 
committed  to  him,  not  to  be  kept  as  a  confidential 
deposit,  but  in  order  that  it  might  be  exhibited  in 
Court  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  her  rights,  and 
thought   it,   under   the  circumstances,    advisable  to 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  321 

receive  the  document  in  evidence  with  the  view  of       1848. 
obtaining  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  on  the  point.  Tvww'b 

The  second  question  in  the  case  arose  as  follows : —       Case. 
The  prisoner,  Henry  Ford  Tuffs^  was  the  son  of 
WUliam  Tuffs^  whose  will  was  forged. 

Mr.  Garwood  stated,  that  he  had  heard  that  WilHam 

Tuffs  had  had  a  son  by  a  former  marriage,  but  had 

never  seen  any  reputed  child  or  children  of  the  first 

marriage,  and  knew  nothing  of  their  existence,  except 

by  report.     No  other  evidence  was  offered  to  prove 

^hat  there  had  been  any  former  marriage,  or  any  chil- 

clren  of  the  marriage.     The  learned  Judge  thought 

^hat,  under  these  circumstances,  the  allegation  of  an 

Sntent  to  defraud  the  heir-at-law  of  William  Tuffs 

^^Tvas  not  supported,  there  being  no  proof  of  there  ever 

having  been    any  heir-at-law   except  the   prisoner, 

«jycnry  Ford  Tuffs ;   but  as  the  forgery  was  clearly 

proved,  and  it  appeared  highly  improbable  that  such 

s^  forgery  should  be  committed,  except  for  the  purpose 

^>f  defrauding  some  one,  he  left  the  question  to  the 

ury  upon  the  fifth  and  sixth  counts,  and  they  found 

Jlenry  Ford  Tuffs  guilty  on  the  sixth  count,  and 

siequitted  the  other  prisoners.     But  as  the  leaiiied 

*«Judge  entertained  a  doubt  whether  a  prisoner  can 

j3roperly  be  convicted  on  such  a  count,  without  proof 

^hat  the  forged  instrument  was  capable  of  effecting  a 

iraud  on  some  person  or  other,  he  reserved  the  point, 

^nd  requested  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  upon  it,  as 

^ell  as  on  the  former  point. 

This  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Term,  1848,  before 
all  the  Judges,  except  Alderson  B.,  Maule  J.,  Cole- 
ridge J.,  who  were  absent. 

Prcndergast  for  the  prisoner.  The  question  on  the 
second  point  is,  whether  there  was  any  evidence  in 
support  of  the  allegations  in  the  indictment  of  an 
intent  to  defraud  ?     Was  there  any  case  to  go  to  the 
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1848.       jury  ?     The  evidence  clearly  negatived  not  only  an 
rp^^y^g      intention  to  defraud,  but  the  possibility  of  such  inten 
Cwe.        tion.    There  was  satisfactory  proof  that  the  prisoner 
Henry  F.  Tuffs ^  was  the  heir-at-law,  and  he  woul 
be  the  only  party  to  be  defrauded. 

GoLTMAN  J . — Itdoes  not  appear  whether  the  property 
under  the  will  was  real  or  personal,  freehold  or  lease* 
hold  ;  it  was  stated  to  consist  of  cottage  rents,  of  whicb 
the  prisoners  wished  to  get  possession. 

Prendergast.  It  must  be  taken  to  be  a  freehold 
interest;  some  counts  lay  the  offence  with  intent  to 
defraud  the  heir-at-law ;  bare  possession  implies  a 
freehold  ;  the  only  question  at  the  trial  was,  about 
real  property ;  but  even  supposing  it  to  have  been 
personalty,  the  two  Tuffs  would  be  the  persons  entitled 
to  the  property,  and  therefore  the  objection  would  be 
just  the  same  whichever  way  it  was. 

RoLFE  B. — As  the  jury  found  there  was  an  intent 
to  defraud  a  person  to  them  unknown,  that  would  lead 
to  the  supposition  that  they  thought  there  was  a  prior 
Will. 

Prendergast.  It  was  clear  that  there  was  no  other 
will ;  indeed  it  was  admitted  so  at  the  trial.  The 
only  question  is  whether,  when  the  man  charged  with 
forging,  with  intent  to  defraud,  is  proved  to  be  the 
only  party  who  could  be  thereby  defrauded,  there  is 
any  evidence  to  goto  the  jury  of  an  intent  to  defraud? 
Are  the  jury  entitled  to  find  such  an  intent  where  the 
circumstances  negative  the  possibility  of  any  fraud 
taking  effect?  It  may  be  said,  that  where  the  natural 
or  necessary  effect  of  the  instrument  is  to  defraud, 
the  intention  may  be  presumed,  because  it  is  fair  to 
suppose  that  a  man  intends  the  necessary  consequences 
of  his  own  acts ;  but  when  no  such  consequence  could 
result  from  them,  it  would  seem  that  even  an  intent 
to  defraud  could  not  be  imputed,  so  as  to  warrant  a 
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Judge  in  leaving  the  question  of  intent  to  the  jury.       184'8. 
In  such  cases  the  question  will  be,  what  would  be  the  "xuff^s" 
legal  operation  of  the  instrument,  if  genuine  ?     If  its        Case. 
existence  could  do  no  wrong  to  any  one,  except  possi- 
bly to  its  author,  could  he  be  charged  with  intent  to 
defraud  ? 

Parke  B. — It  is  conceivable  that  other  persons 
might  be  affected  by  this  forged  will  besides  the  heir- 
at-law. 

Prendergast.     Perhaps  so  ;  but  can  the  heir-at-law 
be  said  to  have  done  it  with  intent  to  defraud,  when 
he  clearly  could  not  be  benefitted  by  it  himself,  and 
might  be  prej  udiced  ? 

As  to  the  first  point  reserved.     None  of  the  cases 
oit^d  seem  exactly  in  point.    Here,  the  will  was  clearly 
entrusted  to  the  attorney  in  professional  confidence. 
In  It.  V.  Farley,  Denison's  C.  C.  197,  it  was  not  so. 
Ji.  V.  Jones^  Ibid,  166,  is  in  favour  of  the  prisoner; 
for  it  seems  distinctly  to  recognise  the  principle  that 
bad  the  will  been  entrusted  to  the  attorney  in  pro- 
fessional confidence,  it  would  have  been  a  privileged 
communication.     In  Wilson  v.  Rastally  4  T.  R.  753, 
the    person  to  whom  the  communication  had  been 
made  neither  was  nor  could  be  an  attorney ;  because 
be   was  at  that  time  acting  as  undersheriff.     M.  v. 
Smith f  1  Phillipps  Evid.  9th  ed.  p.  171,  is  directly 
in   point  and    decisive   in   favour   of   the  prisoner, 
supposing  it  to  be  law ;  but  in  R.  v.  Avery,  8  C.  &  P. 
596,  Mr.  Justice  Patteson  is  reported  to  have  held 
that  it  was  wrongly  decided.     But  this  seems  ques- 
tionable.    PrendergcLst  here  read  the  following  note 
from  Phillipps  Evid.  1,  p.  171,  "  If  the  case  o{  R.  v. 
Smithy  cited  before  Mr.  Justice  Patteson  in  the  case 
of  R.  V.  Avery f  had  been  fully  in  point  against  the 
admission  of  the  evidence  offered  in  R.  v.  Avery ,  it 
could  not  be  considered  good  law ;  for  unquestionably 

VOL.  I.  A   A 
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1848.       in   R.   v.  Avery  the  evidence   was  admissible. 
Tuff's      appeared  that  the  prisoner  applied  to  a  solicitor 
^^e.       procure  for  him  a  loan  of  money  on  mortgage,  tl 
solicitor  being  employed  by  another  person  to  put 
money  on  mortgage  security ;  in  proof  of  his  title 
freehold  lands,  he  delivered  to  the  solicitor  a  wik.    \ 
for  the  forgery  of  which  he  was  then  to  be  tried ;  tL  zMe 
solicitor  upon  this  advanced  the  money  of  his  clie^^f 
and  prepared  the  mortgage  deed;  the  question 
whether  the  solicitor  could  produce  the  will,  and  gi 
in  evidence  ^hat  had  passed  between  him  and  tl^e 
prisoner  as  to  the  advance  of  the  money.     The  dis- 
tinction between  this  case  and  that  of  JR,  v.  Smitk,  is 
obvious.     In  R,  v.  Avery^  the  prisoner  deposited  t:lie 
instrument  in  the  hands  of  his  solicitor,  not  witti 
reference  to  a  suit,  nor  with  reference  to  any  trans- 
action resting  solely  between  themselves,  but  for  1;h^ 
purpose  of  a.  money  transaction  between  himself  and  ^ 
third  person,  and  to  be  disclosed  and  communicated  to 
that  person. 

"  In  the  case  of  jR.  v.  Smithy  on  the  contrary,  the 
instrument  was  deposited  with  the  solicitor  for  tbe 
purpose  of  a  suit  in  which  he  consulted   him  pro- 
fessionally, as  a  matter  in  confidence  between  him  and 
his  solicitor,  and  solely  for  his  own  interests."     JR.  v. 
Dixouy  3  Burr.  1687,  supports  the  case  of  jR.  v.  SmUh. 

Patteson  J. — The  two  cases  were  cei*tainly  dis- 
tinguishable;  the  observations  which  I  am  reported 
to  have  made  about  R.  v.  Smith  seem  too  strong.  I 
should  have  reserved  the  case  of  R.  v.  Avery ^  had  not 
the  prisoner  pleaded  guilty  to  another  indictment,  and 
so  rendered  it  needless  to  press  that  further. 

Parke  B. — The  expression  "  for  the  purpose  of 
enforcing  the  document "  seems  ambiguous.  Suppose 
it  was  delivered  to  the  attorney  for  the  express  purpose 
of  shewing  that  the  tenant  in  possession  might  give  up 
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6se88ion  to  the  forger  of  the  will  ?    Supposing,  on  1848. 

e  other  hand,  a  man  gives  his  title  deeds  to  an  tww^b 

tomey  to  enable  him  to  bring  an  action  of  ejectment,  ^^•^ 

I  ought  not  perhaps  to  shew  them  adversely  to  his 

lent  ? 

Cur.  ado.  tult. 

The  Judges  were  evenly  divided  on  the  question,  MS.Parke  B. 
beiher,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  the  existence  of 
me  person  whom  the  prisoner  could  have  defrauded 
^  a  forged  will,  a  count  for  forging  with  intent  to 
fraud  some  person  unknown  could  be  supported, 
thereby  became  needless  for  the  purposes  of  this 
dictment  to  give  a  decision  on  the  first  point  reserved. 
The  prisoner  was  recommended  to  the  Crown  for  a 
rdon. 


REGINA  V.  CHARLES  INDER.  1848. 


3E    prisoner  was    tried  at    the    Taunton  Spring  ^""^^^'^f^ 
sizes,  before  Mr.  Justice  Wightman,  for  uttering  a  applies  to  B. 
rged  receipt  for  money  as  stated  in  some  counts,  onT^fdue 
id  for  uttering  a  forged  acquittance  and  receipt  for  ^°!?^i^^* 
oney  as  stated  in  other  counts.    The  forged  instru-  pay  it  with- 
lent  was  as  follows  :—•  ^""Jeit" 

Received  from  Prisoner  goes 

Mr.  Bendon^  due  to  returns  with 

Mr.  Warman,  lis.  Od.  Jj'^?^- 

Settelled.  ^"^nB^^^s 

The  prisoner  was  servant  to  Mr.   Warman^  and  the  debt. 
ppliod  to  Bendon's  wife  for  payment  of  a  debt  of  175.,  question^for 
ue  to  Warman.    She  refused  unless  she  had  War-  the  jury, 

whether  the 
prisoner  ten- 
Ted  the  receipt  as  the  handwriting  of  A,,  which  would  make  him  hable  on  this  indict- 
ent ;  or  as  his  own,  which  would  make  his  act  a  false  pretence. 

A    A   2 
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1848.      moaiz  receipt,  and  the  prisoner  went  away  and  returned 

l„i,,n»g     with  the  above  document,  upon  which  she  paid  the 

^^«^-       money.     The  learned  Judge  requested  the  opinioi 

of  the  Judges  on   the  following  question.     Is  thii 

document  a  receipt  or  acquittance  within  the  statute' 

This  case  was  considered  by  Lord  Denman,  Wildi 

C.  J.,  Parke  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Coltman  J.,  Rolfe  B. 

WlOHTMAN    J.,    CrESSWELL   J.,    ErLE    J.,    PlATT    B. 

Wiluams  J. 
MSLPturkeB.  Six  of  the  Judges  (Lord  Denman,  Wilde  C.  J. 
Cresswell  J.,  Erle  J.,  Platt  B.,  Williams  J. 
thought  the  conviction  good,  as  the  receipt  sufficiently 
appeared  to  be  that  of  Warman^  especially  considering 
the  conduct  of  the  prisoner  in  producing  it  as  such 
and  if  so  it  was  a  forgery.  The  other  five  Judge 
(Parke  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Coltman  J.,  Bolfe  B. 
WlOHTMAN  J.)  thought  it  did  not  purport  to  be  th( 
receipt  of  Warman^  and,  therefore,  was  no  forgery 
inasmuch,  as  if  it  was  taken  to  be  the  receipt  of  th 
prisoner  it  was  no  forgery;  and  that  the  offence  o 
the  prisoner  was  the  obtaining  money  under  i^^s^ 
pretences  (a). 

(a)  It  must  be  assumed,  though  not  so  stated  in  the  case,  that  th 
receipt  was  proved  not  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  WwrmoM^  And  thei 
the  question  reserved  (though  not  in  express  terms)  seems  to  have  beei 
this.  Was  there  any  evidence  for  the  jury  that  this  was  a  fcrged  reoeip 
or  acquittance  ?  in  other  words,  was  there  any  evidence  that  the  documen 
was  offered  by  the  prisoner  as  the  handwriting  of  IVarnum,  and  not  a 
his  own  ?  (Vide  R.  v.  White,  supra,  p.  208.)  The  majori^  of  Judge 
seem  to  have  thought  that  this  did  not  depend  on  the  mere  tenor  of  th 
receipt  itself,  but  on  the  whole  circumstances  of  the  transaction  of  whicl 
this  instrument  formed  a  part.  The  minority  seem  to  have  though 
either  that  the  question  of  forgery  or  no  forgery  must  be  determine 
solely  by  the  tenor  of  the  instrument  itself  (which  was  ambiguous),  o 
that  the  other  circumstances  of  the  case  supplied  no  evidence  one  way  o 
the  other. 


i 
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{SUMMER  ASSIZES,  1848.) 


REG.  V.  ELIZABETH  GARNER.  1848. 


Fhc  prisoner,  a  girl  of  the  age  of  thirteen,  was  tried  Confession 
before  Mr.  Justice  Patteson,  at  the  Lincoln  Summer  "?*^®^^* 
issizes,  A.  D.  1848,  for  administering  poison  to  her  after  being 
Distress,  Mary  Smith,  with  intent  to  murder  her.         medicdman 
It  was  proved   that   the   prisoner  had  given  her  io^ep«- 

»  r  ...  sence  of 

nistress,  who  was  bedridden,  some  milk,  in  which  a  prisoner's 
quantity  of  fag  water  had  been  mixed.     Fag  water  is  her  husband, 
i  mixture  of  arsenic,  soft  soap,  and  water,  used  for  ?*]kii^^f^^ 
dressing  sheep.  her  to  speak 

But  in  order  to  prove  that  the  prisoner  had  put  the  He«™.  in- 
Fae  water  into  the  milk ;  that  she  knew  the  nature  of  admissible. 

,    '^  ,  ,  2.  That  al- 

it,  and  intended  to  murder  her  mistress,  her  own  though  the 
confession  to  Mr.  Chlby,  a  medical  man  who  attended  ^^  Hghtiy 
her,  made  in  the  presence  of  prisoner's  mistress  and  «l™jttcd  hj 

,  .  the  Judge  in 

her  husband,  was  offered  in  evidence.  Mr.  Gilby,  the  first  in- 
an  being  questioned,  swore  that  he  did  not  tell  the  J^n^down 
prisoner  that  it  would  be  better  or  worse  for  her  to  by  him  as 

11        1         1  1  I  .  1.  1  evidence.  It 

tell ;  that  he  used  no  threats  or  promises,  nor  did  should  be 
any  one  else ;    and  it  appeared  before  Mr.  Gilby's  Kte?*  ""^ 
arrival  that  the  prisoner  had  not  made  any  confession,  after  proof  by 
Qor  had  any  threats  or  promises  been  held  out  to  her.  that  it  had 
The  learned  Judge  admitted  Mr  Gilby's  statement,  5X"h? 

which  was  as  follows  : —  above  in- 

^'  I  asked  her  if  she  had  given  the  woman  anything  3.  Per  Erlb 
in  her  milk  ;  she  said  she  had  mixed  fag  water  with  question  for 
the  milk  ;  she  had  put  in  half  a  teacup  full.    I  asked  "^e  Judge  in 

every  case, 
whether  the 

alleged  words  of  inducement  were  actually  such  as  to  induce  the  prisoner  to  make  a 

confession  of  guilt,  whether  true  or  no. 
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1848.      her  if  she  was  aware  of  the  nature  of  it ;  she  said  she 
Garner's    ^^^^  *^  ^^^  poison;  she  thought  it  would  kill  the 
Case.       woman ;  that  she  had  done  it  to  be  released  from  her 
service. " 

A  woman  of  the  name  of  Brampton  was  then  called, 
who  was  also  present  at  the  conversation,  and  she 
swore  that  Mr.  Gilby  told  the  prisoner,  in  the  presence 
of  the  mistress  and  her  husband,  that  it  would  be 
better  for  her  to  speak  the  truth.  She  could  not  tell 
whether  he  told  her  so  before  he  asked  her  what  she 
had  done  ;  but  it  was  before  she  answered. 

The  learned  Judge  then  recalled  Mr.  Gilbyt  and  i 
answer  to  a  question  put  by  the  learned  Judge,  h 
said, — "  I  could  not  positively  swear  that  I  did  no 
tell  the  prisoner  that  it  would  be  better  for  her  to  tel 
the  truth ;  I  don't  recollect  that  I  did ;  I  can't  sa 
positively  what  was  the  first  thing  I  said  to  her. 
believe  I  asked  her  what  she  had  put  into  the  milk.* 
It  is  very  likely  I  might  tell  her  it  would  better  fo 
her  to  tell  the  truth  ;  Smith  and  his  wife,  the  mistress, 
were  both  present,  and  heard  what  I  said." 

Smithy  who  had  been  examined  as  a  witness,  coul 
not  recollect  what  was  said. 

The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  contended,  that  th 
confession   ought  to   be  struck  out  of  the 
Judge's  notes,  and  not  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 

The  following  cases  were  cited ;  7  C.  &  P.  776, 
Spencer's  case.  8  C.  &  P.  733,  Sarah  Taylor's  case. 
2  C.  &  Kirwan,  225,  R.  v.  Laugher. 

After  consulting  with  Lord  Denman,  the 
Judge  declined  to  strike  out  the  evidence  of  the  con 
fession,  and  put  the  whole  to  the  jury,  feeling  that  i 
was  impossible,  after  they  had  beared  the  confession 
to  expect  that  they  could  weigh  and  consider  th 
other  facts  in  the  case  without  reference  to  the  con^ 
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fession;  and,  in  truth,  those  other  facts  by  themselves       1848. 
ivould  not  have  warranted  a  conviction.  Garkeb's 

The  deposition  of  the  mistress,  which  had  been  Case, 
taken  by  a  magistrate  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner, 
and  which  mistress  was  proved  to  be  incapable  of 
beiDg  removed,  and  to  be  in  a  hopeless  state  under  a 
disease  of  dropsy,  was  then  read,  detailing  the  same 
oonversation  between  Mr.  Gilby  and  the  prisoner,  but 
not  stating  anything  with  regard  to  the  use  of  threats 
or  promises. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty.  The  learned 
Judge  requested  the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  whether 
hke  vfBs  right  in  the  course  he  had  adopted. 

This  case  was  argued  11th  November ,  1848,  before 
Pollock  C. B.,  Patteson  J.,  Maule  J.,  Cresswell  J., 
Srle  J.,  at  the  first  sitting  of  the  Court  created  by 
Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78. 

JFlawers  for  the  prisoner.  There  are  two  questions 
For  the  Court. 

First.  Did  the  words  used  by  the  medical  man 
oonvey  such  an  inducement  as  would  prevent  the  con- 
fession from  being  voluntary  ? 

Maule  J. — They  have  been  held  to  be  so  over  and 
over  again. 

Erle  J. — I  think,  in  every  case,  it  is  for  the  Judge 
to  decide  whether  the  words  were  used  in  such  a  man- 
ner, and  under  such  circumstances,  as  to  induce  the 
prisoner  to  make  a  confession  of  guilt,  whether  such 
confession  were  true  or  no. 

Patteson  J. — I  think,  if  it  had  appeared  in  the  first 
instance  that  the  medical  man  had  used  the  words, 
*'  it  would  be  better  for  her  to  speak  the  truth,"  I  should 
liave  excluded  the  evidence  of  a  confession.  The  only 
question  is,  whether,  when  that  evidence  had  been 
properly  admitted,  which  was  the  case  here,  I  ought 
to  have  struck  it  out  of  my  notes,  after  proof  that  the 
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184& 


GarnkbIbi 
Case. 


confession  was  not  voluntary.  The  prisoner  was  cer 
tainly  bound  to  shew  that  it  was  not  so;  but  thai 
being  proved  by  the  witness  Brampton,  I  think  tha 
I  should  have  treated  the  evidence  of  a  confession 
though  it  had  been  inadmissible  in  the  first  instance. 
Pollock  C.  B. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  th 
conviction  cannot  be  sustained  (a). 


(a)  In  R.  r.  Taylor,  8  C.  &  P.  733  (1839),  Pattbson  J.»  on  refeziingBK 
to  R,  V.  Spencer,  7  C.  &  P.  766  (1837).  where  Pabkb  B.  had  said,  thaSuji 
there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  among  the  Jnd^s  whether  a  confessioiix^ 
made  to  a  person  who  has  no  authority,  after  an  inducement  held  out  bji^ 
that  person  is  receivable,  said — *'  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  thaTji 
evidence  of  anv  confession  is  receivable,  unless  there  has  been  m 
inducement  held  out  by  some  person  in  authority;"  and  he  held,  th» 
prisoner's  mistress  to  be  a  person  in  authority.    In  R.  v.  Lamgher^  2 
&  K.  225,  a  confession  made  to  that  other  person,  in  the  presence  of  s 
constable,  after  an  inducement  held  out  by  that  other  person,  was  coi 
sidered  by  Pollock  C.  B.,  to  be  inadmissible,  as  it  was  virtoaUy  th 
same  as  though  the  inducement  had  been  held  out  by  the  constable* 
lumself. 
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Money  was 
received  on 
account  of 
his  master  by 
one  clerk 
and  by  him 
handed  over 
in  due  course 
of  business 
to  another 
clerk  (the 
prisoner)  to 
oe  delivered 
to  the  master. 
The  prisoner 
frauaulently 
■ppropriated 
it   HeU,not 
kreenyi  but 


REG.  V.  ORLANDO  MASTERS. 

M.  D.  Hill,  Q.  C.     The  Recorder  of  Birminghac:»  -•m 

-^es 


t 
-ec 


submitted  for  the  consideration  of  the  learned  Judg 
the  two  following  questions : — 

First.  Whether,  under  the  1 1th  and  12th  Fie* 
chap.  78,  sec.  1  and  2,  questions  of  law  may  be  reserves 
by  Recorders  ? 

Secondly.  Whether  the  conviction  of  Orlando  Ma 
ters  was  a  good  conviction  ? 

As  to  the  first  question.    The  power  to  reserve  i 
not  in  express  terms  given  to  Recorders,  and  it  ma^ 
be  contended  that  the  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  men 
tioned  in  the  Act  are  Courts  composed  of  Justices 
the  Peace.     On  the  other  hand,  it  may  be  replied 
that  the  first  section,  when  enumerating  the  Courts  t^ 
which  the  power  is  given,  uses  the  word  **  any,**  whicf^:^^^^ 
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would  seem  to  override  the  whole  class  enumerated ,       1848. 
aud,  consequently,  to  apply  to  Courts  of  Quarter  Sea-   m^btbrs' 
sions ;   and  that  the  second  section  enacts,  that  the       Cue. 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  shall  state  the  case.     In 
boroughs,  this  Court  consists  of  the  Recorder  sitting  as 
the  sole  Judge,  5  &  6  Wm.  4,  c.  76,  s.  106 ;  he  is, 
moreover,  ex  officio,  a  Justice  of  the  Peace,  s.  103. 

It  would  thus  appear  that  borough  sessions  are 
iMTithin  the  words  of  the  Act,  and  the  absence  of  any 
express  distinction  between  county  sessions  and 
l>orough  sessions  might  be  urged  to  shew  that  no  such 
distinction  was  intended.  Indeed  it  would  be  difficult, 
if  not  impossible,  to  find  any  motive  for  withholding  a 
power  from  Recorder's  Courts  which  is  thought  neces- 
sary to  the  due  administration  of  justice  in  Courts 
exercising  a  similar  jurisdiction. 

As  to  the  second  question,  the  case  is  as  follows : — 
Orlando  Masters ^  a  clerk  in  the  employment  of 
Wiliiam  Holliday^  was  tried  at  the  Michaelmas  quar- 
ter sessions,  a.  o.  1848,  for  the  borough  o{  Birmingham^ 
on  an  indictment  charging  him  with  embezzling  three 
sums  of  money  received  by  him  for  and  on  account  of 
liis  master,  the  prosecutor. 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  course  of  business 
adopted  by  the  house  was  for  the  customers  to  pay 
monies  into  the  hands  of  certain  persons,  who  paid 
them  over  to  a  superintendent;  he  accounted  with 
the  prisoner,  and  paid  over  such  monies  to  him,  and 
the  prisoner,  in  his  turn,  accounted  with  cashiers, 
and  paid  over  the  monies  to  them,  he  having  no  other 
duty  to  perform  with  respect  to  such  monies  than  to 
keep  an  account  which  might  act  as  a  check  on  the 
superintendent  and  the  cashiers,  their  accounts  being 
in  like  manner  checks  upon  him.  These  four  parties 
to  the  receipt  of  the  monies  are  all  servants  of  the 
prosecutor. 
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1848.  With  respect  to  the  three  sums  in  question,  it  was 

lil^g„^.    proved  that  they  passed  in  due  course  from  the  cus- 

CaM.       tomers  through  the  hands  of  the  immediate  receivers 

and  the  superintendent  to  the  prisoner,  who  wilfully 

and  fraudulently  retained  them. 

On  behalf  of  the  prisoner  it  was  objected,  on  the 
authority  of  Bex  v.  Murray^  1  Moody's  C.  C.  276, 
that  the  monies  having,  before  they  reached  the 
prisoner,  been  in  the  possession  of  the  prosecutor's 
servants,  did  in  law  pass  to  the  prisoner  from  his 
master,  and  that  consequently  the  charge  of  embezzle- 
ment could  not  be  sustained. 

For  the  Crown  it  was  answered,  that  the  prisoner 
having  intercepted  the  monies  in  their  appointed 
course  of  progress  to  the  master,  this  case  was  not 
governed  by  that  of  Rex  v.  Murray ^  where  the  prior 
possession  of  the  master  having  been  as  complete  as  it 
was  intended  to  be,  the  money  might  reasonably  be 
considered  as  passing  from  the  master  to  the  prisoner, 
whereas,  in  the  present  case  it  was  in  course  of  passage 
through  the  prisoner  to  the  master. 

The  Recorder  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  reserving 
the  point. 

The  prisoner  was  convicted  and  sentenced  to  twelve 
months  imprisonment,  with  hard  labour. 

This  case  was  argued  before  Pollock  C.  B.,  Pat- 
TESON  J.,  Maule  J.,  Cresswell  J.,  Erle  J.,  on  the 
11th  of  November^  1848,  at  the  first  sitting  of  the 
Court  created  by  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78.    / 

Miller  for  the  prisoner. 

Pollock  C.  B. — The  Court  does  not  require  any 
argument  on  the  first  question  reserved. 

Pattesom  J. — The  jurisdiction  is  as  plain  as  possible. 
A  Recorder  is  a  justice  of  the  peace,  virtute  officiu 

Miller.  As  to  the  second  point,  it  seems  clear  that 
there   was   no   tortious  taking  by  the  prisoner:  his 
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taking  was  lawful  in  the  first  instance.     His  duty  was       1848. 
to  receive  the  money  and  pass  it  on  to  his  master.  Masters* 

Pollock  C.  B. — The  Court  are  unanimously  of  Case, 
opinion  that  no  further  argument  is  necessary.  This 
case  is  quite  different  from  that  of  M.  v.  Murray^ 
1  Moo.  C.  C.  276.  There  the  case  was  not  within 
the  Stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47,  because  the  master 
had  had  possession  of  the  money  by  the  hands  of 
another  servant ;  and  when  it  was  given  to  the  pri- 
soner by  that  servant  to  be  paid  away  on  acount  of  the 
master,  it  must  be  deemed  in  law  to  have  been  so 
given  to  the  prisoner  by  his  master:  the  fraudulent 
appropriation  of  it  being  thus  a  tortious  taking  in  the 
first  instance,  was  not  embezzlement  but  larceny. 
But  here  the  money  never  reached  the  master  at  all : 
it  was  stopped  by  the  prisoner  on  its  way  to  him.  The 
original  taking  was  lawful,  and,  therefore  the  fraudu- 
lent appropriation  was  embezzlement. 


REG.  t).  GEORGE  YORK.  1848. 


At  the  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  "Notirttiity 
county  of  Northampton^  held  at  Northampton^   on  the  watch^ 
Wednesday  the  18th  day  of  October,  1848,  the  prisoner  ^11^^^ 
was  tried  upon  an  indictment  which  in  the  first  count  session  of  it 
charged  him  with  feloniously  stealing  one  silver  watch,  S  rewaiSP* 
and  in  the  second  count  with  receiving  the  said  watch,  ^^^^^^ 
well  knowing  the  same  to  have  been  stolen.  Theevidence  had  the 
against  the  prisoner  seemed  to  prove  that  he  had  found  "^^i^  of"  * 
the  watch,  and  had  subsequently  appropriated  it  to  wquittsL 
his  own  use.     It  was  therefore  contended  on  the  part 
of  the  prosecution,  that  if  at  the  time  the  prisoner 
found  the  watch  he  took  possession  of  it  with  a  view 
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1848.  of  stealing  it,  or  if  he  found  the  watch  and  intended 
y^jj^,jj  to  detain  and  keep  it  until  a  reward  was  paid  for 
Cue.  the  same)  he  was  guilty  of  larceny.  The  jury,  after 
hearing  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  retired  to 
consider  their  verdict,  and  upon  their  return  into 
Court,  delivered  the  following  special  verdict  in 
writing,  the  words  in  italics  having  been  subsequently 
added  by  the  jury  after  explanation  by  the  Court  with 
the  jury. 

*^  Not  guilty  of  stealing  the  watch,  but  guilty  of 
keeping  possession  of  it  in  the  hope  of  reward  Jram  the 
time  he  first  had  the  watch.*' 

The  second  count  was  abandoned  by  the  counsel  for 
the  prosecution,  and  a  verdict  of  ^^  Not  guilty''  was 
entered  thereon.  The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  then 
moved  the  Court  that  the  prisoner  should  be  forth- 
with discharged,  the  special  verdict  being  one  which 
amounted  in  law  to  a  verdict  of  acquittal. 

The  Court,  after  argument,  decided  that  the  verdict 
amounted  to  a  verdict  of  guilty,  and  the  following 
entry  was  made  in  the  record — *'  Guilty.  Judgment 
to  be  reserved  until  the  next  sessions,  in  the  mean 
time  a  case  to  be  submitted  to  the  Judges.  The 
prisoner  to  be  admitted  to  bail  himself  in  100/.  and 
one  surety  in  50/.,  conditioned  for  the  appearance  of 
the  said  George  York  to  appear  at  the  next  sessions, 
and  abide  the  judgment  of  the  Court."  The  prisoner 
with  a  surety  then  in  open  Court,  forthwith  entered 
into  the  required  recognizances  and  was  discharged, 
and  the  facts  of  the  case  were  directed  by  the  Court 
to  be  laid  before  the  Judges  to  determine  whether  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  said  finding  of  the 
jury  was  or  was  not  correct. 

This  case  was  argued  on  9th  Decembery  1848,  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  before  Pollock  C.  B.,  Parke 
B.,  Patteson  J.,  Cresswell  J.,  E.  V.  Williams  J. 
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Flood  for  the  prisoDer,  was  not  called  upon  by  the       184& 

^Oun.  York's 

Macaulay  was  heard  in  support  of  the  conviction.  ^^mo. 
He  contended  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  ought  not 
to  be  regarded  as  a  special  verdict ;  it  was  in  truth 
an  irregular  statement  of  the  result  of  a  desultory 
colloquy  between  the  Court  and  the  jury  ;  that  the 
vords  not  guilty  of  stealing  the  watch  were  mere 
surplusage,  being  inconsistent  with  that  part  of  the 
£nding  which  followed ;  that  the  finding,  properly 
stated,  would  be  this,  that  the  prisoner  from  the  first 
lield  it  dishonestly,  with  the  intention  of  getting  some- 
'thing  from  the  rightful  owner ;  and  not  simply  with  a 
^iew  of  restoring  it. 

Pollock  C.  B. — It  is  submitted  to  us  as  the  finding 
of  the  jury :  if  it  is  irregular  this  Court  cannot  amend 
it. 

Parke  B. — If  a  man  finds  a  thing  can  he  be  guilty 
of  larceny  ? 

Macaulay.  The  jury  do  not  say  that  he  found  it| 
snd  even  if  he  had  done  so,  the  facts  of  the  case  seem 
"to  bring  it  within  the  qualification  of  the  rule,  that  a 
finding  is  not  such  a  taking  as  amounts  to  larceny. 
In  Merry  v.  Green,  7  M.  &  W.  629,  Parke  B.  said 
during  the  argument,  ^'Suppose  a  person  finds  a 
checque  in  the  street,  and  in  the  first  instance  takes  it 
up  merely  to  see  what  it  is :  if  afterwards  he  cashes 
it,  and  appropriates  the  money  to  his  own  use,  that  is 
a  felony,  though  he  is  a  mere  finder  till  he  looks  at 
it/'  Here  the  words  ^^  from  the  time  he  first  had  the 
i^atch,''  merely  shew  that  the  dishonest  intent  of 
appropriating  the  watch  and  holding  it  as  his  own  till 
he  could  extort  a  reward  from  the  rightful  owner  was 
the  first  idea  that  occurred  to  his  mind  after  he  took  it 
up :  it  seems  to  come  precisely  within  Baron  Parkers 
dictum. 
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184&  Pollock  C.  B. — We  cannot  reason  upon  what  the 

Yqh^.,     jury  intended  to  find.     Their  verdict  is  "  not  guilty 

^^**^       of  stealing ;''  there  is  no  statement  that  be  feloniously 

took  it.     They  have  absolutely  acquitted  him. 

Parkb  B. — It  seems  clear,  taking  the  finding  in 
conjunction  with  the  facts,  that  the  prisoner  cannot  be 
deemed  to  have  committed  the  offence  of  larceny. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred  :  and  it  was  there- 
fore held  that  the  prisoner  ought  not  to  have  been 
convicted. 


1848^  REG.  V.  JAMES  WEBB. 


1.  An  inde-  Jomts  Webb  was  indicted  at  the  Clerkenwell  sessions 

cent  expo-  for  an  indecent  exposure. 

turein  a  r\      t         >  i  •  it  •        i 

place  of  pub-      On  the  trial  it  was  proved  by  the  prosecutrix,  that 

a^aaUyseen  ^^^  ^^  taking  care  of  a  public  house,  and  standing 

only  by  one  behind  the  bar,  through  which  was  the  public  passage 

person,  no  '  o  i^  i^         o 

other  person  from  the  entrance  door  of  the  public  house  to  the  bar 

podSonto  parlour,  that  he  conducted  himself  in  an  offensive 

see  it,  is  not  manner,  but  not  amounting:  to  an  indecent  exposure, 

a  common  .  , 

nuisance.  and  whilst  SO  doing  several  persons  passed  to  and  fro, 

avmnent  in  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^"^  ^"^  exposed  his  private  parts  to 

an  indict-  her,  and  thereupon  she  directly  ran  off  and  told  her 

sight  and  husband.     That  there  was  no  one  in  sight  but  herself 

dMs  not  ^^  ^^^  ^'^^  when  she  saw  his  private  parts  exposed. 
mean  that  B.       Two  points  were  made  : — 

actually  saw  __ 

it,  but  only        First  That  an  indecent  exposure  in  the  bar  of  a 

SJII^'LS?  public  house  is  not  an  indictable  offence. 

had  he 
chanced  to  look. 


3.  QiMere,  whether  an  averment  in  an  indictment  "  that  A.  unlawfuUy,  &c.  did  eznose 
and  exhibit,  &c.  in  the  presence  of  B,,  and  divers  others,  &c.  then  and  there  bong,  seJ* 
18  sufficient  in  arrest  of  judgment  ? 


4.  The  Court  created  by  stat.  11  &  12  Vici.  c.  78,  has  jurisdiction  in  questions 
arising  on  the  record,  when  reserved  at  the  trial  by  the  Judge. 
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Second.  Assuming  the  place  sufficient,  there  must       1848. 
be  more  than  one  person  present  at  the  time  of  the  "~wmb^ 
exposure,  or  the  offence  is  not  complete.  ^^"^ 

The  jury,  under  the  direction  of  the  Chairman, 
found  the  prisoner  guilty,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
the  Judges  on  the  above  point.  The  judgment  was 
respited. 

Copy  of  Indictment. 

Middlesex.  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen  upon  their  oath 
present,  that  James  Webby  late  of  the  parish  of  Su  Margaret^  West' 
'wmnsteTf  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  labourer,  on  the  second  day  of 
October,  in  the  twelfth  year  of  the  reign  of  our  sovereign  Lady 
Fictoria,  by  the  grace  of  God  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
JBritain  and  Ireland,  Queen,  Defender  of  the  Faith,  with  force  and 
arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid  (a),  a  certain  common  public  place  within  a 
csertain  victualling  alehouse  there  situate,  unlawfully,  wilfully,  pub*' 
licly,  and  indecently  did  expose  and  exhibit  his  private  parts  naked 
mxid  uncovered  in  the  presence  of  Mary  Ann,  the  wife  of  Edward 
CherriU,  and  of  divers  others  of  the  liege  subjects  of  our  Lady  the 
<Xtieen,  then  and  there  being  for  the  space  of  divers,  to  wit«  ten  minutes, 
to  the  great  damage  and  common  nuisance  of  the  said  Mary  Ann  Cher-' 
iriU  and  the  said  other  liege  subjects  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  then 
«nd  there  being,  to  the  great  encouragement  of  indecency  and  imrao-' 
arality  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  her  crown 
and  dignity. 

This  ease  was  argued  on  9th  December,  1848,  before 
Pollock  C.B.,  Parke  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Cresswell  J., 
V.  Williams  J.,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber. 

Clarkson  for  the  prisoner.     In  this  case  either  the 

judgment  must  be  arrested,  because  the  indictment  is 

bad  for  not  alleging  any  indictable  offence,  or  a  verdict 

of  not  guilty  entered,  because  the  indictment,  if  good, 

is  not  supported  by  the  evidence. 

(a)  5ur  in  all  the  copies  furnished      word  "in/'  and  that  the  omission 
to  the  Judges,  but  it  was  agreed      in  the  copies  was  a  cleridal  error, 
that  the  indictment  contained  the 

VOL.   I.  B   B 
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1848.  Parke  B. — Doubted  whether  this  Court  waR  em- 

Wj,,»g      powered  by  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  to  take  cognizance 
^^•^*       of  defects  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  record ;  but  after 
consideration  it  was  held  in  the  affirmative. 

Clarkson.  To  amount  to  a  nuisance  at  common  law, 
the  act  charged  must  have  been  done  in  the  sight  of 
the  public.  In  East's  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  c.  1,  s.  1, 
it  is  laid  down  that  '*  all  scandalous  and  open  breaches 
of  morality  exhibited  in  the  face  of  the  people  are 
indictable  at  common  law  ;  such  as  was  the  conduct  of 
one  who  exposed  himself  naked  to  the  public  view 
from  a  balcony  in  Covent  Garden.''  Sedley's  case, 
1  Sid.  168,  conf.  R.  v.  Crundenj  2  Camp.  89  ;  Hawkins 
PL  Cr.  Curwood's  ed.,  bk.  1,  ch.  26,  p.  368.  There 
are  two  objections  to  this  indictment.  Firsts  The 
words  "expose  and  exhibit  in  the  presence  of *' do 
not  necessarily  mean  '*  shew  to"  the  person  in  whose 
presence  the  exhibition  takes  place  ;  it  might  be  done 
in  the  dark,  or  the  woman's  back  might  be  turned. 
Even  if  "  exhibit  to"  be  taken  primd  facie  to  mean 
**  exhibit  in  the  sight  of,"  the  words  "  exhibit  in  the 
presence  of  "  are  not  equivalent ;  the  words  "  in  the 
presence  of"  seem  to  imply  something  different  from 
"  in  the  sight  of,"  the  party  in  whose  presence  it  was 
done  might  be  blind.  Secondly^  It  seems  questionable 
whether  the  averment  that  the  exposure  was  in  "  a 
certain  common  public  place  within  a  certain  victual- 
ling house,"  imports  such  a  public  exposure  as  amounts 
to  a  nuisance  at  common  law. 

Patteson  J The  nature  of  the  house  may  mak 

a  difference  ;  as  where  an  obscene  print  is  exhibited  in 
a  shop. 

Clarkson.  Then  as  to  the  evidence.  It  is  stated  in 
the  case  that  the  exposure  was  only  in  the  presence  o 
one  woman  ;  that  no  one  else  was  in  sight.  Therefore 
the  offence  proved  was  not  indictable,  but  summarily' 
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punishable  under  the  Vagrant  Act,  5  Geo.  4,  c.  83,  1848. 
s.  5,  which  provides  that  **  every  person  wilfully,  ^^^^j^ 
openly,  lewdly,  and  obscenely  exposing  his  person  in  Case, 
any  street,  road,  or  public  highway,  or  in  the  view 
thereof,  or  in  any  place  of  public  resort,  with  intent  to 
insult  any  female"  shall  be  summarily  punished.  In 
WatsofCs  case,  2  Cox  Cr.  Cas.  376,  the  indictment 
contained  two  counts ; — Firsts  Charging  the  offence  to 
have  been  committed  in  the  sio:ht  and  to  the  view  of 
one  Lydia  Crickmore^  only.  Second^  In  the  sight  of 
divers  persons.  It  was  there  held  that  the  second 
count  was  not  proved,  as  there  was  no  evidence  that 
the  alleged  exposure  was  in  the  sight  of  any  persons 
other  than  Lydia  Crickmore — and  that  the  first  count 
was  bad,  on  the  ground  that  exposure  to  one  person 
only  was  not  an  indictable  offence,  whether  that  person 
be  a  female  or  no. 

Prendergast,  contra.  The  indictment  is  sufficient : 
the  words  "  publicly  and  indecently  expose  and  exhibit 
in  the  presence  of,"  in  their  obvious  and  natural  sense, 
mean  "  expose  to  view." 

Pollock  C.  B The  argument  on  the  other  side 

might  be  pushed  to  the  length  that  it  was  necessary  in 
an  indictment  of  this  sort  to  negative  the  supposition 
of  the  person  in  whose  presence  the  exposure  took 
place  being  blind. 

Patteson  J. — The  ordinary  form  of  indictments  of 
this  kind  runs  thus — **  in  the  presence  of  divers  liege 
subjects,  &c.,  then  and  there  being  and  within  sight 
and  view  of  divers  other  liege  subjects,  &c.,  then  and 
there  passing,  &c.,  unlawfully,  &c.,  did  expose  to  the 
view,&c."  Whyshould  **to  the  view"  be  omitted  here? 

Prendergast.  In  B.  v.  Watson^  the  offence  charged 
in  the  first  count  was  not  indictable,  because  it  clearly 
only  amounted  to  a  solicitation  of  chastity,  it  was  not 
indictable  even  though  done  in  a  public  place ;  the 

^  ^  2  JP 
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mdictment  concluded,  "to  the  great  injury  and  cor- 
ruption of  the  morals  of  the  said  Lydia  Crickmore ;" 
it  was  not  therefore  an  outrage  upon  the  public  or  a 
violation  of  general  decency,  however  gross  an  offence 
it  might  have  been  against  the  prosecutrix  as  an 
individual.  But  here  it  is  expressly  averred  to  be 
"  to  the  common  nuisance  of  the  said  Ufary  Ann 
Cherrill^  and  of  divers  other  liege  subjects  of  our  Lady 
the  Queen." 

Parke  B. — Is  **  divers  others"  sufficient? 

V.  Williams  J.— An  indictment  against  a  common 
scold  is  well  concluded,  "  to  the  common  nuisance  of 
divers  of  her  Majesty's  liege  subjects." 

Cresbwell  J. — An  indictment  for  the  non -repair  of 
a  highway  always  concludes  to  the  common  ^nuisance 
of  all  her  Majesty's  liege  subjects  going,  &c.,  along 
the  Queen's  common  highways  aforesaid.  However, 
in  R.  V.  Lloydj  4  Esp.  199,  Lord  Ellmhoraugh 
seems  to  intimate  that,  if  the  nuisance  there  charged 
had  been  proved  to  have  been  more  extensive, 
it  would  have  been  indictable,  even  though  it  had  not 
amounted  to  a  general  public  nuisance  in  the  ordinary 
sense  of  the  expression.  He  held  that  as  the  noise 
there  complained  of  only  affected  two  or  three  stair- 
cases of  Clifford's  Inn,  it  was'not  sufficiently  extensive 
to  support  an  indictment. 

V.  Williams  J. — Referred  to  Hawkins'  Pleas  of  the 
Crown,  bk.  1,  ch.  32,  sec.  5  (a). 


(a)  Hawkins  there  says — "  Also 
it  hath  been  said,  that  an  indict- 
ment of  a  common  scold,  by  the 
words  'communis  rixatrix,*  which 
seem  to  be  precisely  necessary  in 
every  indictment  of  this  kind,  is 
good,  though  it  conclude  '  ad  com- 
mune nocumentum  diversorwn,'  in- 
stead of '  omnium,  Sfc,  ;*  perhaps  for 


this  reason,  because  a  common 
scold  cannot  but  be  a  common  nuis- 
ance. And  upon  the  like  ground 
it  seems  that  it  may  probably 
be  argued,  that  an  indictment  for 
laying  logs  in  the  stream  of  a  navi- 
gable public  river, '  ad  noctamentuM 
J,  S,*  may  be  maintained,  because 
it  cannot  but  be  a  common  nuisance. 


^•ia^t. 
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Prendergast.  The  indictment  in  R.  v.  Orunden^ 
2  Camp.  89,  seems  to  have  been  in  the  same  form  as 
this.  The  defendant  was  charged  with  having  "  in- 
decently exposed  his  person  in  the  presence  of  divers 
of  his  Majesty's  liege  subjects."  One  instance  is 
sufficient  evidence  to  support  a  conviction  for  keeping 
a  common  bawdy-house  ;  so  an  exposure  to  one  person 
is  good  evidence  of  a  general  intention  to  expose  to 
the  public.  If  the  prisoner  had  exhibited  an  indecent 
picture  to  one  person  only  in  a  public  place,  that 
would  clearly  have  been  indictable.  Can  it  be  said 
that  an  indecent  exposure  of  his  person  to  that  same 
party  in  a  public  place  would  not  be  so  ? 

Parke  B. — The  two  might  be  distinguished  on  the 
same  principle  as  oral  and  written  slander.  The  one 
would  be  transitory,  the  other  permanent. 

Prendergast.  As  to  the  evidence  :  it  is  clear  that 
the  act  of  the  prisoner  was  not  a  mere  solicitation  of 
chastity,  but  amounted  to  a  {)ublic  nuisance.  The 
woman  was  in  a  public  passage  engaged  in  the  regular 
business  of  the  house ;  and  though  it  was  not  proved 
that  any  one  else  was  in  sight,  the  offence  may  be 
committed  though  only  one  person  happened  to  see  it 
done. 

Pollock  C.  B. — The  expression  in  the  case,  "  that 
DO  one  but  herself  was  in  sight  at  the  time,"  is  am- 


1848. 


WbBB'8 

Case. 


And  if  the  law  be  so  in  this  case, 
why  should  not  also  an  indictment, 
setting  forth  a  nuisance  to  a  way, 
and  expressly  aai  unezceptionably 
shewing  it  to  be  a  highway,  be 
good,  notwithstanding  it  conclude 
'  m  nocvmentvm  diversorum  lige^ 
onim,4rc.'  without  saying  *  omnium:* 
for  why  should  such  a  conclusion 
be  more  necessary  in  an  indictment 
for  one  kind  of  nuisauce  than  for 
any  other  ?    And  perhaps  the  au- 


thorities which  seem  to  contradict 
this  opinion  might  go  upon  this 
reason,  that  in  the  body  of  the  in- 
dictment, it  did  not  appear  with 
sufficient  certainty  whether  the  way 
wherein  the  nuisance  was  alleged 
were  a  highway  or  only  a  private 
way ;  and  therefore  that  it  shall  be 
intended  from  the  conclusion  of  the 
indictment  that  it  was  a  private 
way.** 


'  ■  If. 


•V. 
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big^oQs  :  in  sight  of  whom  ?  It  probably  means,  tbat 
^^  DO  one  else  was  by  at  the  time  in  such  a  podlioD  as 
^-  to  have  been  able  to  see  it.  ^'  In  the  sight  and  view** 
of  a  person  merely  means  that  he  might  have  seen  it 
had  he  happened  to  look.  It  was  proved  as  a  fact  that 
the  woman  saw  the  exposure ;  but  on  the  face  of  the 
indictment  it  is  left  in  doubt  whether  even  she  either 
saw  or  could  have  seen  it. 

Parke  B. — In  1830,  a  French  master  was  tried 
before  me  at  York  on  an  indictment,  averring  an 
indecent  exposure,  and  charging  a  common  nuisance. 
It  was  proved  that  he  was  seen  from  an  opposite 
window  by  a  maid  servant,  but  there  was  no  proof  of 
his  having  been  seen  by  any  one  else.  I  thought  the 
ex|>osure  to  the  girl  only  did  not  amount  to  an  indict- 
able offence,  and  directed  the  jury  to  consider  whether 
he  was  in  such  a  position  that  the  passers  by  in  the 
street  could  have  seen  him  had  they  happened  to 
look  ;  if  the  jury  were  of  that  opinion  they  ought  to 
find  him  guilty.  I  thought  it  did  not  depend  on  the 
fact  of  the  passers  by  having  actually  seen  him. 
Clarkson  replied. 

Pollock  C.  B. — I  think  the  conviction  ought  not 
to  have  taken  place.  The  case  is  governed  by  jR.  v. 
WatsoTij  2  Cox  Cr.  Cas.  p.  376.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  decide  whether  this  indictment  is  bad  in  arrest  of 
judgment ;  but  it  is  very  desirable  to  adhere  to  the 
known  forms  instead  of  making  experiments  to  see 
with  how  small  amount  of  legal  averment  an  indict- 
ment can  be  sustained.  If  no  more  had  been  averred 
here  than  was  proved  in  R.  v.  TFpf^on,  the  indictment 
would  have  been  bad ;  and  as  the  additional  matter 
here  laid  was  not  proved,  the  indictment,  if  good,  was 
not  supported  by  the  evidence. 

Pahke  B. — It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether 
the  indictment  could  be  supported  in  arrest  of  judg- 
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nent.  I  incline  to  think  it  might.  '^  In  the  presence 
^t  Mary  Ann  Cherrill  and  divers  others,"  would  pro- 
bably be  a  sufficient  averment  of  an  exposure  in  their 
(ight,  and  the  conclusion  '' divers  others"  might  be 
sufficiently  general.  But  if  you  strike  out  of  this 
ndictmeut  all  that  was  not  proved,  then  there  was 
)nly  an  exposure  to  one  individual,  which  I  held  not 
JO  be  sufficient  in  the  case  tried  before  me  at  York, 
ind  has  lately  been  so  held  by  the  Queen's  Bench  in 
R.  V.  Watson. 

Patteson  J. — I  very  much  doubt  whether  this 
ndictment  would  not  be  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment : 
The  words  *^  expose  and  exhibit"  have  no  technical 
neaning  which  would  dispense  with  the  necessity  of 
\  more  particular  averment.  Some  words  ought, 
therefore,  to  have  been  added,  clearly  descriptive  of 
in  indictable  offence.  *'  In  the  presence  of/'  is  am- 
biguous; it  leaves  the  former  words  as  indefinite  as 
they  were.  But,  whether  the  indictment  be  good 
3r  no,  the  charge  was  not  proved :  for  as  the  aver- 
ment respecting  '^divers  others"  was  a  material  aver- 
ment, and  was  not  supported  by  the  evidence,  the 
offence  was  only  proved  to  have  been  committed  in 
the  presence  of  one  person,  which  is  not  sufficient.  I 
idhere  to  the  judgment  in  R.  v.  Watson. 

Cresswell  J.,and  V.  Williams  J.,  doubted  whether 
;he  indictment  would  be  maintainable  in  arrest  of  judg- 
nent ;  and  concurred  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  that 
;he  charge  was  not  supported  by  the  evidence. 


184& 
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Cut. 


L  This  case  decides  that  an  in- 
lecent  exposure  which  consists  in 
I  imgU  transitory  act  (t.  e.  a  tem- 
xyrary  personal  exposure  as  dis- 
ingoished  from  the  exhibition  of 
in  indecent  pictore,  &c.)  in  the 
wtmal  nght  and  view  of  only  a 
dngle  person,  thongh  in  a  place  of 


public  resort,  no  others  being  able 
to  see  it  at  that  time,  is  of  too 
limited  and  transient  a  nature  to 
amount  to  a  common  nuisance  at 
common  kw,  and  is  therefore  not 
indictable ;  and  Parks  B.,  ruled 
the  same  with  regard  to  a  like  case 
in  a  public  thoroughfiure.    But  the 
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above  cases  do  not  seem  to  decide 
that  a  continuous  personal  exposure 
in  the  actual  sight  and  view  of 
several  persons  singly  in  succession 
does  not  amount  to  a  common 
nuisance ;  nor  that  such  an  expo- 
sure in  the  sight  and  view  of  several 
persons  singly  in  succession,  even 
had  only  one  of  them  actually  seen 
it,  would  not  be  indictable.  Such  a 
doctrine  was  not  necessary  for  the 
decision  of  either  case,  and  seems 
not  maintainable  on  principle  or 
authority. 

1.  It  seems  difficult  to  see  any 
reasonable  distinction  between  a 
single  transitory  act  in  the  sight 
and  view  of  divers  at  one  time,  which 
is  a  nuisance  even  though  actually 
seen  only  by  one  person ;  and  a 
contimtous  act  in  the  sight  and  view 
of  all  those  same  persons  singly  in 
succession.  The  publicity  is  the 
same;  the  mischief  is  the  same; 
the  ffiitfliiis  of  the  offender  perhaps 
worse.  And  if  each  of  those  per- 
sons in  succession  actually  see  it, 
the  publicity  and  mischief  are  in 
effect  far  greater.  The  only  as- 
signable distinction  between  the 
two  cases  seems  accidental  and  im- 
material, viz. :  that  those  members 
of  the  public  were  not  all  shocked, 
or  ran  the  risk  of  being  shocked  at 
one  and  the  same  time.  But  it  can 
scarcely  be  held  that  public  decency 
will  be  protected  wholesale  but  not 
in  retail. 

2.  This  view  seems  borne  out  by 
the  analogy  of  other  cases  of  nuis- 
ance. An  act  whereby  a  public 
highway,  or  a  navigable  stream  is 
injured  or  obstructed  is  indictable, 
though  it  only  happens  to  affect 
one  person  at  one  time,  or  even 
though  no  person  is  proved  to  have 
been  actually  affected  by  it.  The 
law  does  not  permit  the  public  con- 
venience or  safety  to  be  injured  or 
even  put  in  peril  in  detail,  so  too 


with  regard  to  the  pabfic  health ; 
the  law  extends  to  it  a  measure  of 
protection  similar  in  kind  though 
perhaps  not  equal  in  degree.  A 
baker  or  a  butcher  would  clearly  be 
indictable  for  a  nuisance  at  com- 
mon law,  for  selling  unwholesome 
provisions  to  divers  perao&s  in  suc- 
cession. So  a  person  with  a  con- 
tagious disorder,  would  scarcely  be 
permitted  with  impunity  to  place 
himself  for  a  length  of  time  in  a 
thoroughfare,  so  as  to  be  only  able 
to  touch  each  single  passer  by  in 
succession ;  and  yet  the  same  man 
be  held  indictable  if  at  noon  he 
stood  ten  minutes  at  Charing  Cross, 
though  only  proved  to  have  actually 
touched  one  passer  by.  If  then  the 
public  convenience,  safety,  and 
health  are  not  with  impunity  to  be 
injured  in  detail,  why  are  the  public 
morals  and  decency  ? 

3.  The  only  sound  principle  on 
which  the  exhibition  of  an  indecent 
print,  &c.  in  the  sight  and  view  of 
one  person  only  in  a  public  place 
is  indictable  as  a  common  nuisance 
seems  to  be  that  it  has  a  contumou 
character,  and  may  therefore  on 
rage  or  corrupt  divers  persons 
succession.    A  continuous  persof 
exposure  seems  to  be  precisely 
same  in  principle. 

4.  If  such  a  continuous  ac 
not    indictable   as  a  nuisan^ 
common  law,  it  seems  not 
punishable  at  all,  except  ij 
cases,  (1.)  Under  the  Vagra 

5  Geo,  4,  c.  83,  s.  4,  (quoter 
text),  where  the  act  is  do 
intent  to  insult  any  female, 
der  Stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  4 
the  Metropolitan  Police  A 
the  offender  is  either  dru 
street,  or  shocks  the  deo 
police  in  the  privacy  oft' 
house.    That  act  prov 
every   person  who  shf 
drunk    in    any    street 
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^are  within  the  said  dis- 
who  while  drunk  shall  be 
any  riotous  or  indecent  be- 
ind  also  every  person  who 
guiUy  of  any  violent  or 
behaviour  in  any  police  sta^ 
i,  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty 
)Te  than  forty  shillings  for 
:h  offence,  or  may  be  com- 
f  the  magistrate  before 
3  shall  be  convicted  shall 
,  instead  of  inflicting  on 
pecuniary  penalty,  to  the 
correction  for  any  time  not 
n  seven  days.'*  It  seems, 
,  that  within  the  range  of 
ropolitan  Police  Act,  any 
nale  or  female,  might  with 
,  if  sober,  commit  any  act 
Bncy  in  the  presence  even 
gle  policeman,  not  in  a 
oose :  or  of  all  the  bishops 
a^  one  after  another,  if 
pened  to  pass  in  single  sac- 
long  the  street ;  unless  in 
ase  such  offence  is  punish- 
common  nuisance.  And 
be  range  of  the  above  act, 
)n,  male  or  female,  might 
io  so  with  impunity,  drunk 
,  though  for  the  mere 
less  he  or  she  might  be 
3  shillings  under  stat.  21 

7. 

t  usual  form  of  indictment 
»t  meet  the  case  supposed. 
re,  whether  it  would  not 
lent  to  state  "  That  J.  S„ 
certain  public  and  common 

&c.,  in  the  presence  of 
!ge  subjects  severally  there 
ad  within  the  sight  and 
sach  of  them  respectively 
and  on  the  said  highway 
passing  during  the  com- 
'  the  said  offence,  unlaw- 
.  did  expose  to  the  view  of 
the  said  persons  so  seve- 
(ent  and  so  severally  pass- 
oresaid,  &c.  &c.  for  a  long 


space  of  time,  to  wit,  the  space  of 
one  hour,"  &c. 

6.  Quare,  whether  an  indecent 
exposure,  not  continmous  in  its  na- 
ture, but  constantly  recurring,  so 
that  within  an  hour  or  two  100 
persons  of  the  male  sex  passing 
along  a  public  thoroughfare  had 
been  annoyed  singly  in  succession, 
is  within  the  principle  of  the  above 
decisions?  It  would  seem  to  be 
so ;  and  to  be  a  case  not  provided 
for  either  by  the  common  or  statute 
law. 

7.  With  regard  to  the  point  de- 
cided in  the  principal  case,  it  seems 
that  the  law  does  not  consider  pub- 
lic decency  to  be  represented  by  one 
person  in  a  public  thorouyl^are. 
The  presence  of  one  person  only  is 
not  deemed  the  presence  of  the 
public:  and  the  possible  presence 
of  others  is  too  remote  a  possibility 
for  the  law  to  recognise.  But  if 
others  be  actually  present,  even 
though  they  do  not  see  the  offence 
committed,  the  law  recognises  the 
risk  of  their  seeing  it  as  sufficiently 
proximate  to  be  dealt  with  as  a 
reality.  But  in  the  matter  of  public 
convenience  or  sqfety  the  law  treats 
as  a  reality  that  degree  of  possibi- 
lity which  in  the  case  of  decency  it 
regards  as  too  remote.  Hence  an 
obstruction  to  a  public  thorough- 
fare is  deemed  a  common  nuisance, 
though  no  one  has  actually  been 
affected  by  it.  The  law  in  this  in- 
stance regarding  the  possibility  of 
the  presence  of  divers  as  a  suffi- 
ciently proximate  possibility  to  be 
treated  as  a  reality.  It  seems  there- 
fore that  the  law,  in  behalf  of  public 
safety  or  convenience  creates  a 
constructive  public,  but  does  not 
do  so  in  behalf  of  public  decency. 

II.  If  this  indictment  be  good  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  qwercj  if  it 
would  have  been  so  on  demurrer  ? 
1  Starkie's  Cr.  Pleading,  361,  says, 
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''  It  seems  to  be  a  general  rale  that 
DO  fault  which  would  have  been 
fatal  on  demurrer  can  be  cured  by 
the  verdict ;  and  consequeutly,  that 
any  such  fault  may  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of  by  motion  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  or  by  writ  of  error  if  it 
be  granted."    He  cites  no  autho- 
rities in  support  of  this  position. 
1  Chitty's  Cr.  Law,  661,  says, "  none 
of  the    Statutes   of    Jeofails   or 
Amendments  extend  to  criminal 
proceedings,  and  /ik«r^ore  essential 
defects  in  the  indictment  are  not^ 
as  in  civil  cases,  aided  by  verdict." 
He  cites  the  above  passage  from 
Starkie,  and  Blackst.  Comm.  4,  ch. 
29,  where  it  is  said, ''  none  of  the 
Statutes  of  Jeofails  for  amendment 
of  errors  extend  to  indictments  on 
proceedings  in  criminal  cases,  and 
therefore  a  defective  indictment  is 
not  aided  by  a  verdict  as  defective 
pleadings    in    civil     cases    are.** 
Strictly    speaking,    this    passage 
would  only  mean  that  a  defective 
indictment  is  not  aided  afttr  ver- 
dict by  the  Statutes  qf  JeqfaiU. 
But  as  the  learned  commentator 
has  elsewhere  confused  amendment 
by  verdict  at  common   law  with 
amendment   after  verdict  by  the 
Statute  qf  Jeqfails,  (see  notes  to 
Steimel  v.  Hogg,  1  Wms.  Saunders, 
228  c,  5th  ed.)  it  is  possible  that 
the  above  passage  may  be  an  in- 
stance of  the  same  confusion ;  and 
the  notion  that  there  can  be  no 
aider  by  verdict  in  a  criminal  case 
may  have  thus  crept  into  the  pro- 
fession.    In  the  absence  of  any 
decided  cases,  it  seems  difficult  to 
see  on  what  principle  such  a  notion 
can  rest :  or  why  there  is  to  be  any 
such  distinction  between  civil  and 
criminal  pleading.    Why  may  not 


an  ambiguous  averment  in  an  in- 
dictment be  ascertained  by  a  ver- 
dict as  satisfactorily  as  an  ambi- 
guous averment  in  a  declaration? 
If  reason  and  justice  demand  it  in 
the  latter  case,  they  demand  it 
equally  in  the  former,  perhaps  even 
more  imperatively.  The  fact  of  the 
Stat.  7  Geo,  4,  c.  64,  s.  20,  21,  hav- 
ing expressly  debarred  a  prisoner 
from  taking  certain  objections  after 
verdict  which  would  not  be  cured 
by  verdict  at  common  law,  seems 
an  answer  to  the  argument  that 
might  be  adduced  from  the  rule  of 
construing  criminal  proceedings 
in  favoremvitefaeUbertatii:  as  the 
Legislature  has  thereby  declared 
that  justice  shall  not  be  defeated  by 
technical  objections,  even  in  cases 
where  the  verdict  as  such  can  have 
had  no  operation  in  removing 
them.  Why  then  should  they  be 
allowed  to  prevail,  where  the  na^ 
tural  operation  of  the  verdict  is  to 
show  that  they  have  no  foundation 
in  trath,  and  to  remove  the  only 
ground  on  which,  prior  to  the  ver- 
dict, they  could  have  been  sup- 
ported? 

As  to  the  effect  of  stat  7  Geo.  4, 
c.  64,  ss.  20, 21,  in  curing  defects 
after  verdict,  see  K  v.  Harris, 
7  C.  &  P.  429;  H.  V.  Caspar,  9  C. 
&  P.  305;  JR.  V.  EUis,  I  Car.&M. 
564;  RadcUfi^s  case,  2  Moo.  C. 
C.  68  ;  Lennox  and  Pybus's  case, 
Lewin's  C.  C.  268 ;  JR.  v.  Douglas, 
16  L.  J.,  New  Series,  M.  C.  Il6; 
S.  C.  in  error.  Ibid.  17»  176. 

Since  the  above  note  was  written, 
the  doctrine  that  there  can  be  aider 
by  verdict  in  a  criminal  case  hai 
been  established  by  the  judgment 
in  JR.  V.  Sarah  Waters,  post,  p.  356. 
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REGINA  V.  JOHN  DISTIN  STEAK.  184«. 


John  Distin  Stear  was  tried  at  the  last  Michaelmas  i.  A.  having 
quarter  sessions,  before  W.  C.  Rowe,  Recorder  of  ]^?*S.m 
Plymouth^  on  an  indictment  cbarcrine  him  with  steal-  l>ulee,putait 

•  ^u  .        c    T  n       1  1  in  C.'s  stoble. 

ing  a  mare,  tne  property  ot  James  Fugsley^  and  was  B.  tells  A. 
by  the  jury  found  guilty;  the  judgment  was  respited,  w,^^™'"* 
subject  to  the  following  case.  l^or««  oo 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  prosecutor,  James  ordenC.  Dot 
Pugsley,  who  lived  in  Jersey,  had  in  March,  1848,  ui^tof  S"" 
delivered  a  horse  and  the  mare  in  question,  to  the  "tebie.   A. 

,.*.,.  i_  p  11  fraudulcDtly 

keeping  of  the  prisoner,  who  was  a  farmer  and  horse  regains  pos- 
dealer,    living    at  Loddeswell,    sixteen    miles    from  ^^m\^1' 
Plymouth,  with  orders  to  do  his  best  to  sell  them,  ceny. 
accordingly,   in   May,  1848,  the  prisoner  sold  the  fects  proved^ 

horse.  furnished 

ample  evi- 

On  the  27th  of  JunCj  1848,  the  prosecutor  (who  was  dencetowar- 
himself  examined  as  a  witness,  went  to  JLoddeswell  vfith  in  finding*"^ 
Richard  Gee  (who  was  also  examined  as  a  witness),  ^at  the  bail- 
and  stated  to  the  prisoner  that  he  came  for  the  express  been  deter- 
purpose  of  taking  the  mare  away,  and  that  he  wanted  °^*3,  ^  fr^^. 
his  bill.  ^^^^^  toi^g 

after  a  mere 

The  prisoner  answered  that  he  had  no  bill  to  give  conntermand 
him,  that  all  was  paid  with  the  money  he  the  prisoner  ^uiout a**** 
had  received  from   the  prosecutor,  and  out  of  the  r^unnption 

111  .iii»  1  \       f^^  possession 

money  that  be  the  prisoner  had  got  from  the  sale  of  by  the  bailor, 
the  horse ;  that  he  bad  sold  the  horse  for  seventeen  ^^5^  *  ^" 
sovereigns,  and  that  after  all  was  paid,  he  had  four- 
teen sovereigns  to  hand  over  to  the  prosecutor ;  he 
added  that  the  mare  had  received  temporary  injury 
from  a  fall,  and  it  appearing  on  examination  that  such 
was  the  case,  the  prosecutor  consented  that  she  should 
remain  with  the  prisoner  a  few  days  longer. 
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1848.  The  next  day  (the  28th  June),  the  prosecutor,  in 

S^^^^>Q     consequence   of   some   information    received    in   the 

Case.  interval,  went  again,  with  his  brother-in-law,  Thomas 
Sfear  (who  was  also  examined  as  a  witness)  to  the 
house  of  the  prisoner,  who  was  at  that  time  absent, 
whereupon  the  prosecutor  left  Thomas  Stear  there 
with  orders,  on  the  return  of  the  prisoner,  to  demand 
the  mare  and  the  money. 

Upon  the  prisoner's  return  on  the  29th,  Thomas 
Stear  made  this  demand  accordingly,  when  the 
prisoner  refused  to  give  up  the  mare  or  money  to 
him,  but  said  that  he  would  go  and  see  the  prosecutor 
himself  at  Plymouth,  and  thereupon  the  prisoner  rode 
the  mare,  and  Thomas  Stear  rode  in  company  with 
him  to  Plymouth  the  same  day. 

At  Plymouth^  the  prisoner,  in  Thomas  Stear't 
presence,  placed  the  mare  at  Porfs  livery  stables,  and 
they  both  then  went  to  seek  the  prosecutor.  On  finding 
him,  Thomas  Stear  stated  in  the  prisoner's  presence, 
that  he,  the  prisoner,  had  stated  that  he  would  not 
deliver  him  the  mare  or  the  money,  but  that  he  would 
go  himself  to  Plymouth.  The  prosecutor,  upon  this, 
told  the  prisoner  that  he  need  not  have  done  so,  as  he, 
the  prosecutor,  had  given  full  power  in  the  matter  to 
Thomas  Stear  the  day  before.  Thomas  Stear  then 
•  said,  "the  mare  is  ^X  Port's;'^  after  this  they  dined 
together,  and  then  the  prisoner  paid  the  prosecutor 
13/.,  saying  that  he  had  kept  back  11.  for  vetches  had 
since  the  mare's  illness,  and  that  this  was  all  that  was 
due.  The  prosecutor  then  told  Thomas  Stear  to  take 
the  mare  and  ride  her  to  Mr.  ElioVs,  at  Babland,  who 
was  going  to  keep,  and  eventually  buy,  her. 

Upon  this  the  prisoner  said,  *'  Why  not  let  me  take 
the  mare  back  to  ElioVs  myself,  it's  all  in  my  way? 
To  which  the  prosecutor  answered,  **  I  dare  you  ever 
to  put  finger  near  that  mare  again,  Thomas  shall  ride 
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her  to  Mr.  Eliofs^  and  you  may  ride  Thomases  horse      1848. 
home,  if  you  please/'  the  prisoner  then  left.  "smavT" 

Just  after   this,    the   prosecutor  sent  his  nephew,        Case. 
George^  with  orders,  according  to  which  George  went 
to  the  stable  at  Porfs^  where  the  mare  was,  and 
ordered  the  ostler  not  to  let  the  prisoner  have  the  mare^ 
as  it  was  his  uncle's. 

The  prosecutor,  in  the  mean  time,  set  out  to  go  on 
board  the  steamer  for  Jersey.  On  his  way  to  the 
quay  the  prisoner  joined  him,  and  again  twice  asked 
to  be  allowed  to  take  the  mare  to  Mr.  Eliot's  himself, 
and  was  again  twice  ordered  by  the  prosecutor,  in  the 
presence  of  Thomas  Stear,  who  accompanied  them^ 
never  to  put  finger  near  the  mare  more,  to  which  he 
answered  **  Well."  The  prisoner  then  said,  "I  am 
short,'*  to  which  the  prosecutor  answered,  '^  I  won't 
see  you  short  for  a  crown  piece  to  go  home  with," 
and  gave  him  five  shillings.     The  prisoner  then  left. 

Thomas  Stear  went  on  with  the  prosecutor,  and  saw 
him  on  board  the  steamer  for  Jersey. 

In  the  meanwhile  the  prisoner,  on  leaving  the 
prosecutor,  met  a  man  named  Elmsley^  who  had  been 
in  company  with  the  prisoner  and  prosecutor  in  the 
course  of  the  afternoon.  On  so  meeting  Elmsley^  he 
told  him  that  the  prosecutor  and  himself  had  made  it 
all  right,  and  that  the  prosecutor  had  given  him  five 
shillings.  Elmsley  (who  was  examined  as  a  witness 
at  the  trial),  then  went  with  the  prisoner  about  five 
o'clock,  P.M.,  to  Part's  stables.  The  ostler  then  told 
the  prisoner  that  a  boy  had  been  there  to  say  that  he, 
the  ostler,  was  not  to  give  up  the  mare  to  him,  the 
prisoner,  for  she  was  his  uncle's,  to  this  the  prisoner 
answered,  ''  I  have  just  left  the  party,  it's  all  right 
DOW,"  and  ordered  out  the  mare,  upon  which  the 
ostler  brought  out  the  mare  and  gave  her  to  the 
prisoner.     The  prisoner  then  paid  for  the  mare's  bait, 
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1848.  and  said  if  any  one  comes  to  inquire  for  me  say,  ''I 
Stbar's  ^™  S^°^  ^"^  ^^^  country  a  mile  to  see  a  pony,  and 
Cam.  shall  be  back  in  an  hour/'  Elmsley  then  said,  ''  If  I 
am  to  go  to  the  town's  end  I  will  ride  the  mare.'* 
The  prisoner  then  handed  the  mare  to  ElmsUj/j  who 
mounted  and  rode  her  through  the  streets,  the  prisoner 
following  close  by  his  side.  When  they  arrived  at  the 
Modburylniiy  on  the  outskirt  of  the  town,  Elmsley  dis- 
mounted, and  they  stopped  and  drank.  The  prisoner 
then  said,  **  I  am  off  home,"  got  up  and  rode  the  mare 
away.  The  prisoner  never  returned  to  Part\  and 
neither  the  ostler  nor  Elmsley  saw  him  again  until  he 
was  in  custody.  On  his  road  home  to  Loddeswell  on 
his  being  asked  by  Richard  Gee  aforesaid,  whom  he 
accidentally  met,  ^*  How's  this  that  you  have  got  the 
mare  back  ?*'  The  prisoner  answered,  "  I  have  seen 
Mr.  Pugsley^  and  settled  to  take  her  back  again.'' 

Thomas  Stear^  after  seeing  prosecutor  on  board  the 
steamer  for  Jersey^  went  to  Ports^  and  found  the  mare 
gone.  On  further  inquiry,  he  subsequently,  (on  the 
7th  July\  went  to  the  prisoner's  house  and  demanded 
the  mare,  when  the  prisoner  said  that  he  had  sold 
her,  upon  which  a  warrant  was  applied  for,  and  the 
prisoner  apprehended. 

It  appeared  further  in  evidence  that  the  prisoner's 
brother,  William^  had  sold  the  mare  as  early  as  the 
3rd  of  July  J  to  a  Mr.  Bickford^  with  the  prisoner's 
assent,  the  prisoner  stating  to  Mr.  Bickford  that  he 
himself  had  previously  sold  the  mare  to  his  said 
brother. 

During  the  whole  of  these  proceedings,  as  it  appeared 
in  evidence,  the  prisoner  never  set  up  any  claim  of 
lien  for  the  keep  or  for  attendance  on  the  mare,  neither 
did  he  ever  allege  that  he  had  any  pecuniary  demand 
of  any  sort  against  the  prosecutor,  until  he  appeared 
in  custody  by  the  magistrates. 
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At  the  trial  no  evidence  was  tendered,  on  the  part      1848. 
of  the  prisoner,  of  any  such  debt  or  demand.  "sriArt" 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution,  it  was       Cwe. 
contended  for  the  prisoner,  on  the  authority  of  M.  v. 
Smith,    1  Moody's  C.  C.    473,  and    JR.  v.    Banks, 
Russell  &  Ryan,  441,  that  there  was  no  case  of  felony 
to  go  to  the  jury. 

I,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  the  present  case  was 
distinguishable  from  the  cases  cited,  and  that,  although 
there  was  clearly  no  felonious  intention  on  the  part 
of  the  prisoner,  at  the  time  when  he  first  got  possession 
of  the  mare,  by  virtue  of  the  original  bailment  in 
Marchy  still,  as  that  bailment  was  determined  before 
the  prisoner  took  the  mare  away  from  Porfs,  that  it 
was  for  the  jury  to  say,  regard  being  had  to  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  with  what  intention  the 
prisoner  so  took  the  mare  away  on  the  29th  of  June. 

The  jury  having  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  the 
judgment  was  respited,  the  prisoner  being  in  the 
meantime  liberated  on  recognizances. 

The  opinion  of  the  Judges,  therefore,  is  now  respect- 
fully requested,  as  to  whether  the  prisoner  was  rightly 
convicted. 

This  case  was  argued  on  the  9th  J)ec.  1848,  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  before  Pollock  C.  B.,  Parke  B«, 
Patteson  J.,  Cresswell  J.,  and  V.  Williams,  J. 

Greenwood  for  the  prisoner. 

Cresswell  J. — The  question  reserved  is — was  the 
prisoner  rightly  convicted  ?    What  does  that  mean  ? 

Parke  B. — What's  the  doubt  ?  that  the  facts  don't 
constitute  felony  ? 

Pollock  C.  B. — It  seems  a  mere  question  for  the 
jury.  There  is  no  point  of  law  reserved.  If  you  can 
make  out  that  the  prisoner  continued  in  possession  of 
the  mare  from  the  original  bailment  till  the  time  of 
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1848.       the  sale,  he  is  not  guilty  of  felooy  ;  his  act  would  be 
g^jj^^,g      only  a  breach  of  trust. 
Cam.  Greenwood.    Bailment  means  delivery  to  and  posses- 

sion by  a  party  for  a  special  purpose.     If  the  purpose 
is  accomplished,  but  the  possession  still  continues,  the. 


bailment  is  not  determined.  Here  the  possession  con- 
structively still  remained  in  the  prisoner.  No  distinc 
tion  can  be  made,  between  the  three  cases,  of  th 
determination  of  the  bailment  by  the  accomplisbmen 
of  the  object,  as  in  R.  v.  Banks,  R.  R.,  C.  C.  441 ;  th 
determination  of  it  by  a  notice  of  countermand, 
here ;  and  the  determination  of  it  by  lapse  of  time, 
where  goods  are  given  to  A.  to  be  sold,  but  if  not  sohE^  .1 
at  the  end  of  the  week  to  be  restored ;  the  goods  are 
not  sold  then,  and  A.  appropriates  them  to  his  owi 
use.  In  none  of  these  cases  would  the  act  of  appro 
priation  by  the  bailee  be  larceny.  {R.  y.  Goadbodjf^m^ 
8  C.  &  P.  665,  was  cited). 

Patteson  J. — In  R.  v.  Banks,  R.  &  R.,  C.  C,  441 1> 

a  horse  had  been  bailed  to  the  prisoner  for  a  particula-^^r 
purpose ;  the  purpose  was  at  an  end ;  the  prisons 
then  sold  the  horse ;   and  it  was  held  no  felony,  b< 
cause  the  actual  possession  had  never  been  out  of  tl 
prisoner.     Here  the  only  question  is,  was  there  evi 
dence  for  the  jury,  that  the  possession  had  ceased 
be  the  possession  of  the  prisoner  ?     When  the 
cutor  told  him,  *'  never  to  put  finger  near  the  mar^^ 
more,"  he  said,  ^*  well."   So  he  seems  to  have  assentei 
to  the  determination  of  the  bailment  at  that  time. 

Cresswell  J. — The  prosecutor  sent  his  nephew 
tell  the  ostler  not  to  let  the  prisoner  have  the  mare, 
it  was  his  uncle's ;  and  the  boy  did  so:  and  the  pri- 
soner would  not  have  been  able  to  regain  possession  of 
the  mare,  if  he  had  not  told  a  falsehood  for  that  pur- 
pose.    The  law  is  clear ;  and  how  can  it  be  said,  that 
the  verdict  is  not  correct  on  the  facts  ? 
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Pollock  C.B. — ^The  point  of  law  reserved,  if  any,       1848. 
18  this :  was  there  any  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  that     stbar's 
the  bailment  had  been  determined  ?     I  think  there        ^««- 
was  ample  evidence  of  that  fact ;  and,  if  so,  the  pri- 
soner seems  to  have  been  rightly  convicted. 

Parke  B. — If  there  had  been  merely  a  counter- 
mand, and  no  resumption  of  possession,  there  would 
have  been  no  larceny ;  because  (as  was  suggested  in 
ai^ument  by  V.  Williams  J.)  trespass  would  not  have 
Iain,  but  only  trover;  and  to  support  an  indictment 
for  larceny,  the  prosecutor  must  have  such  possession 
as  would  entitle  him  to  bring  trespass ;  which  he  would 
not  have,  unless  the  bailment  were  determined.  But 
here  the  horse  was  in  the  possession  of  a  third  person  : 
there  was  no  actual  possession  by  the  prisoner :  the 
question,  therefore,  is,  was  the  bailment  determined 
with  the  assent  of  the  prisoner?  I  think  there  is  evi- 
dence for  the  jury,  that  the  mare  was  at  Port'sy  by 
consent  of  both  parties,  for  the  use  of  the  prosecutor. 
The  prisoner,  not  having  the  actual  possession,  nor 
having  any  right  to  it,  regained  possession  by  a  false 
story.  He  thus  became  a  trespasser,  and  his  act  was 
a  larceny. 

Patteson  J. — The  only  question  is,  was  there  evi- 
dence that  Port  became  the  agent  of  the  prosecutor, 
and  that  the  prisoner  took  it  out  of  his  possession 
feloniously?  1  think  that  the  facts  show  that  there 
was. 

Cresswell  J.,  and  V.  Williams  J.,  concurred. 


184«.  THE  QUEEN  v.  SARAH  WATERS. 


Prisoner        The  prisoner  was  tried  before  Mr.  Baron  Rolpb,  at     ^ 
charged  in      ^jjg  December  session  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,   ^^ 

first  count,  ^^ 

"that  she  in  A.D,  1848,  on  a  charge  of  murder. 
^certam^^fani  The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged  that  th 
female  chUd  prisoner,  **in  and  upon  ^  certain  iniant  female  child 
body  of  her  bom  of  the  body  of  her,  the  said  Sarah  Waters,  anc 
Md  of  tender  ^^  tender  age,  to  wit,  of  about  the  age  of  two  days 
age,  towU^qf  ^nj  ^qJ;  named/'  feloniously  and  of  her  malice  afore- 

abotU  the  age  i       i .  ,  i  i  j    •       u 

of  two  dags,    thought  did  make  an  assault,  and  it  then  went  on 
namX"  feio-  charge  that  she  caused  the  child  to  take  poison,  and  s 
niousiymade  murdered  her. 

Sec,  and  '  The  sccond  count  of  the  indictment  was  as  follows  -^ 
tokTiliwD,  — ^°^  ^^^  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaifz^ 
andsomur-  Jq  further  present  that  the  said  Sarah  Waters  aftei 
In  second  wards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  aforesaid,  and  in  the  ye 
thcsaidV^^  aforesaid,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  aforesai 
in  and  upon  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdicti 
fant  female     of  the  said  Court,  in  and  upon  the  said  infant  fema 

''^he'b^of  ^^^^^'  ^^  ^^^"  ^f  ^^^  ^^^y  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^*^  ^ 

her  the  said     Waters,  and  not  named  as  aforesaid,  in  the  peace 

5.  W.  and 
not  named  as 

aforesaid,  &c.  feloniously  did  make  an  assault,  and  that  she,  the  said  S.  W.,  the  said  infk-^^'^ 
female  child  in  and  upon  a  heap  of  ashes,  &c.  wilfully,  &c.  did  cast,  &c.,  and  did  th^^^ 
and  there  leave  the  said  infant  female  child,  &c.  in  tne  open  air,  &c.  expos^  to  the  ccm^^ 
air,  &c.,  of  which  said  exposure  and  of  the  chilling  thereby  caused,  the  said  infiant  feiD«J' 
child  then  and  there  diea,  and  so,  &c. 

Held,    1.  That  there  is  a  difference  between  an  indictment  which  is  bad  for  chargio^ 
an  act  which  as  laid  is  no  crime,  and  an  indictment  which  is  bad  for  chargini^  a  criiO^ 
defectively.    The  latter  may  be  aided  by  verdict,  the  former  cannot    2.  That  &e  woreU 
'*  said  infant  female  child  so  bom  of  the  bodv  of  her  the  said  S.  W."  did  not  incor- 
porate by  reference  the  description  of  the  chilu  given  in  the  first  count,  fns.  that  it  ws^ 
of  tender  a^e.    3.  That  the  second  count  was,  therefore,  defective  in  not  shewing  that  tli0 
child  was  able  to  take  care  of  itself.  4.  lliat  had  the  act  of  the  prisoner  charged  in  tbaC 
count  been  a  nonfeasance,  the  indictment  would  have  been  bad  after  verdict*    5.  That  ai 
it  was  a  misfeasance,  and  the  death  of  the  child  was  alleged  to  have  been  caused  thereby, 
the  defective  statement  in  the  indictment  must  be  taken  to  be  supplied  by  the  verdict 

6.  *'  Not  named,''  is  a  sufficient  description  of  the  child ;  *'  not  baptized,"  would  be 
insufficient.  7.  Qu<ere,  whether  an  averment  that  a  child  is  of  tender  age  imports  an 
inability  in  the  child  to  take  care  of  itself? 
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God  and  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  then  and  there  1848. 
being  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  afore-  waters' 
thought,  did  make  an  assault.  And  that  the  said  Ca«e- 
Sarah  Waters  with  both  her  bauds  the  said  infant 
female  child,  in  and  upon  a  certain  heap  of  dust  and 
ashes,  there  situate  and  being  in  the  open  air,  the]:e 
feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  aforethought, 
did  cast  and  throw ;  and  that  the  said  Sarah  Waters 
feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  aforethought, 
did  then  and  there  leave  the  said  infant  female  child 
in  and  upon  the  said  heap  of  dust  and  ashes  in  the 
open  air,  there,  as  aforesaid,  exposed  to  the  cold  air 
for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  twelve 
hours,  by  means  of  which  said  expasure  (a)  to  the  cold 
air,  as  aforesaid,  the  said  infant  female  child  became 
mortally  chilled,  benumbed,  and  frozen  in  her  body, 
of  which  said  exposure  to  the  cold  air,  and  of  the 
mortal  chilling,  benumbing,  and  freezing  in  her  body 
thereby  occasioned,  the  said  infant  female  child  then 
and  there  died ;  and  so  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say,  that  the  said  Sarah 
Waters  the  said  infant  female  child,  in  manner  and 
form  last  aforesaid,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  her 
malice  aforethought,  did  kill  and  murder,  against  the 
peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and 
dignity. 

The  prisoner  was  also  charged,  on  the  coroner's 
inquisition,  as  follows : — 

That  Sarah  Waters,  late  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary, 
Whitechapelf  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  on  the  21st 
day  of  November,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the  parish 
last  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  the  said  female 
child,  from  her  body,  by  the  providence  of  God,  did 


(o)  Conf.,  R,  V.  Ridley,  2  Cainpb.      dictum  of  Lawrence,  J.,  respecting 
653,  quare,  the  soundDess  uf  the      the  efiect  of  the  word  "  exposed.** 

C   C   2 
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1848.      bring  forth  alive ;  and  that  the  said  Sarah  WaterSj  not 
Watsss'    having  the  fear  of  God  before  her  eyes,  but  being 
^^'"•'       moved  and  seduced  by  the  instigation  of  the  Devil, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  22nd  day  of  Nnvtmher^  in 
the  year  aforesaid,  at  the  said  parish  of  St.  Gtorge^ 
Hanover  Square^  in  the  said   liberty  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Cen- 
tral Criminal  Court,  in  and  upon  the  said  female 
child  so  alive,  and  in  the  peace  of  God  and  of  our  said 
Lady  the  Queen,  then  and  there  being,  feloniously, 
wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  aforethought,  did  make 
an  assault ;  and  that  the  said  Sarah  Waters^  the  said 
female  child  so  being  alive,  then  and  there  did  take  and 
carry  to  a  certain  dung-hole,  in  a  certain  mews  there 
situate,  and  the  said  female  child,  so  being  alive,  the 
and  there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  afo 
thought,  in  the  said  dung-hole  did  hide,  secrete,  an 
conceal,  and  the  said  female  child,  so  being  alive,  an 
so  being  hidden,  secreted,  and  concealed,  she,  the  sat 
Sarah  Waters,  then  and  there  feloniously,  wilfully 
and  of  her  malice  aforethought,  did  desert  and  leav 
exposed  to  the  inclemency  of  the  weather,  and  th 
said  female  child,  so  being  alive,  and  so  being  hidden 
secreted,  and  concealed,  to  nourish,  sustain,  and  sup- 
port, she,  the  said  Sarah  Waters,  feloniously,  wilfully 
and  of  her  malice  aforethought,  did  then  and  the 
wholly  neglect  and  refuse.     By  means  of  which  sai 
hiding,  secreting,  concealing,  and  deserting,  and  lear 
ing  exposed  to  the  inclemency  of  the  weather,  of  th 
said  female  child  by  the  said  Sarah  Waters,  and  also^ 
by  reason  of  the  said  neglect  and  refusal  of  the  said 
Sarah  Waters  the  said  female  child  to  nourish,  sus- 
tain, and  support,  the  said  female  child  then  and  there 
instantly  died.     And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oaths   aforesaid,  do   say,  that  the   said    Sarah 
Waters,  her  the  said  female  child,  in  manner  and  form 
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iforteaid,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  afore-       1848. 
thought,  did  kill  and  murder  against  the  peace  of  our     waters' 
»id  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity.  ^^' 

At  the  trial  the  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of 
manslaughter,  on  the  second  count  only  of  the  indict- 
nent,  and  also  on  the  coroner's  inquisition. 

A  motion  was  made,  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the 
^und  that  the  second  count  of  the  indictment  stated 
dO  crime  ;  that  the  age  being  laid  under  a  mdelicetj  it 
nras  consistent  with  all  which  is  stated  in  the  count,  that 
the  child  might  be  of  the  age  of  twenty  years,  and 
capable  of  taking  care  of  herself,  and  so  able  to  have 
prevented  the  ill  effects  of  the  exposure,  which  is  the 
sole  cause  of  death  alleged. 

The  learned  Baron  thought  the  objection  good,  and 
did  not  think  it  safe  to  rely  on  the  coroner's  inquisi* 
tion,  because  the  name  of  the  child  is  not  there  stated, 
Qor  any  reason  given  for  its  omission,  and  even  in  the 
indictment  it  seemed  to  him  doubtful,  whether  the 
statement  that  the  child  had  not  been  named  was 
sufficient  to  dispense  with  the  statement  of  its  name. 
For  there  was  nothing  to  shew  that  it  might  not  have 
acquired  a  name  by  reputation. 

As  to  the  necessity  of  stating  the  name  see  Reg.  v. 
Bis8^  2  Moo.  C.  C.  93,  and  Reg.  v.  Strotul,  2  Moo. 
C.  C.  270. 

The  learned  Baron  requested  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  whether  either  the  second  count  of  the  indict- 
ment, or  the  coroner's  inquisition,  were  sufficient  to 
warrant  a  judgment  for  manslaughter. 

On  20th  January,  1849,  the  case  was  argued  before 
Lord  DfiNMAN  C.  J.,  Parke  B.,  Alderson  B.,  Colt- 
man  J.,  COLEKIDQE  J. 

CUrk,  for  the  Crown.  (The  arguments  are  fully 
given  in  the  judgment.  R.  v.  Willis^  1  Den.  C.  C.  80, 
was  cited.     It  was  also  said,  that  in  the  indictment 
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1848.       the  prisoner  was  averred  to  be  a  single  woman,  thongh 
~Watkb8'    *^'^  averment  did  not  appear  in  the  case  as  stated  to 
Case.       the  Court). 

Afterwards,  on  30th  January^  1849,  Pollock 
C.  B.,  Parke  B.,  Alderson  B.,  Rolfe  B.,  Platt  B. 
being  present,  Parke  B.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the 
case,  read  out  the  following  judgment. 

If  the  second  count  of  the  indictment  had  charged 
the  prisoner  with  causing  the  death  of  the  deceased 
by  a  mere  nonfeasance — the  neglect  of  her  matemai 
duty  towards  her  child,  it  would  have  been  bad; 
because  the  indictment  ought  to  have  stated  the  child 
to  be  of  such  an  age,  or  in  such  a  situation  as  to  be 
unable  to  take  care  of  itself.  Supposing  an  aver- 
ment that  the  child  was  of  tender  years  would  have 
imported  such  an  inability,  there  is  no  averment  in 
this  count  that  the  child  was  of  tender  years,  for  th 
reference  in  the  commencement  of  it  to  the  first  coun 
does  not  import  that  description.  It  contains 
more  than  an  averment,  that  the  child  was  an  infantv 
female,  born  of  the  prisoner's  body  and  not  named. 
(See  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Patteson,  Reg.  v.  Martin^ 
6  C.  &  P.  217)  ia). 

But  this  count  charges  the  prisoner  with   a  mis- 
feasance, a  wrongful  act  in  assaulting  the  cliild,  an 
casting  and  throwing  her  on  a  dust  heap,  and  if  the 
death  of  the  child  is  traced  to  this  act,  the  offence  o 
manslaughter  is  complete. 

Is  it  then  traced  to  this  wrongful  act  ? 

It  is   alleged    that   the   prisoner  having  cast  an 


(a)  There  the    first  count   dc-  that  the  Becond  count  ought  Uw 

scribed  the  child  as  E.  JR.,  an  in-  have  contained  an  express  aver^ 

fant  above  the  age  of  ten  and  under  ment  that  the  said  E,  A.  was  "  then 

the  age  of  twelve  years ;  the  second  and  there  above  the  af^e  of  ten 

count  merely  described  her  as  "  the  years  and  under  the  age  of  twelve 

said  E.  A."     Pattbson  J.  held  years.'' 
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tbrowu  the  deceased  on  the  heap  of  dust,  left  her 
there,  that  is/ permitted  her  to  continue  there,  exposed 
to  the  cold  air,  by  means  of  which  exposure  she  was 
benumbed  and  died. 

The  exposure  therefore  is  charged  against  the 
prisoner,  and  the  death  is  attributed  to  the  exposure. 

It  is  not  expressly  averred  in  this  case,  that  the 
child  was  of  such  tender  years,  or  so  feeble  that  she 
could  not  walk  away  and  take  care  of  herself — but 
that  is  implied,  for  if  she  had  been  sufficiently  old,  or 
strong  to  do  so,  the  death  would  not  have  arisen  from 
the  exposure  by  the  prisoner,  but  from  the  act  of  the 
child  in  not  walking  away  and  taking  care  of  herself. 
Thus,  it  is  established,  that  if,  in  an  action  on  the 
case,  a  neglect  is  charged  against  the  defendant,  by 
reason  whereof  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  damage,  the 
question,  whether  the  plaintiff  could  have  avoided  that 
damage  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  is  always 
open  on  not  guilty,  and  after  verdict,  it  is  presumed 
that  the  jury  have  found  the  fact  of  the  neglect,  and 
also  found  that  the  consequential  damage  was  not 
caused  by  the  want  of  ordinary  care  in  the  plaintiff  (a). 
Bridge  v.  Grdnd  Junction  Railway  Company^  3  M.  & 
W.  248;  Goldthorpe  v.  Hardman,  13  M.  &  W. 
377  {b). 


1848. 

Waters* 
Caae. 


(a)  As  to  aider  by  verdict  in  cri- 
minal cases,  see  Editor's  note  to 
A.  V.  Webb,  ante,  p.  338. 

(b)  See  also  lAfnch  v.  Nurdiuj  1 
Q.  B.  38,  where,  perhaps,  gross 
negligence  and  wilful  mischief  are 
considered  as  too  nearly  identical ; 
for  if  the  defendant  (as  is  there  in^ 
timated)  had  been  guilty  of  gross 
negligence,  and  "it  is  impossible 
to  trace  a  boundary  line  between 
that  and  wilful  mischief,"  he  would 
not  only  have  been  liable  in  da- 
mages, but  also  criminaUtf,    The 


distinction  seems  to  be  that  gross 
negligence  is  only  evidence  of  wil- 
ful mischief.  Tliey  differ  as  the 
proof  of  a  matter  from  the  matter 
to  be  x)roved.  A  curious  instance 
of  the  gradual  substitution  of  the 
proof  of  a  matter  for  the  matter  to 
be  proved  occurs  in  the  cases 
where  the  bona  fides  of  a  transferee 
of  a  negotiable  instrument  has 
come  in  question.  Imprudence 
came  at  length  to  be  holden  equi- 
valent to  mala  fides,  till  at  length 
the  extravagance  of  the  doctrine 
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Waters' 
Case. 


In  this  case  the  jury  could  not  have  found  the 
prisoner  guilty,  without  actually  negativing  the  power 
of  the  child  to  take  care  of  herself,  and  so  to  escape  the 
consequences  of  the  unlawful  act  of  the  prisoner;  and 
consequently  after  verdict  that  fact  must  be  implied. 

I  think  therefore  that  the  count  is  good  in  this 
respect. 

A  doubt  occurred  to  the  learned  Judge,  whether  the 
description  of  the  child  as  being  *'  not  named,"  was 
sufficient.  *•  Not  baptized"  would  not  have  been 
enough,  but  *'  not  named,"  which  means  that  she  had 
acquired  no  name  either  by  baptism  or  usage,  appears 
to  be  quite  sufficient  (a). 


brought  about  its  own  correction. 
(See  1  Smith's  Leading  Cases, 
notes  to  Miller  v.  Race),  Another 
curious  instance  of  the  above  pro- 
cess is  the  ability  to  read  becoming 
equivalent  to  holy  orders,  and  so 
excusing  a  capital  felony.  (See 
Blackst.  Comm.  vol.  4,  ch.  28, 
Ben^t  qf  Clergy).  Evidence  of  a 
receipt  is  sometimes  confounded 
with  the  instrument  called  a  re- 
.  ceipt.  ( West's  case,  1  Den.  C  C. 
268). 

{a)  The  principal  case  was  argued 
on  the  supposition  that  the  child  was 
legitimate,  the  contrary  not  appear- 
ing in  the  case  as  stated  to  the 
Court.  InJR.v.jBw5,2Moo.C.C.93, 
the  child  appeared  on  the  record  to 
be  legitimate.  Therefore  these  two 
canes  seem  to  shew  that  there  is  a 
legal  presumption  that  a  legitimate 
child  has  a  name  i  and  that  as  an  in- 
dictment must  set  forth  the  offence 
with  the  greatest  attainable  cer- 
tainty, it  must  allege  either  (1)  the 
name,  or  (2)  that  its  name  is  un- 
known, or  (3)  that  it  is  not  named. 
R.  v.  Willis,  supra,  p.  80,  seems 
to  shew  that  there  is  no  such  pre- 
sumption in  the  case  of  an  illegiti- 


mate child ;  therefore  in  such  a 
none  of  those  three  averments  ia 
required. 

The  law  respecting  names  seemv 
obscure  and  unsettled.  In  the  cas^ 
of  a  legitimate  child,  the  surname 
its  parents  ap|)ear8  to  attach  at  tb» 
birth  as  a  sort  of  legal  incident 
its  legitimate  existence ;  and  there 
fore  a  legitimate  person  is  alway 
presumed    to    have    a     surname 
iCo,  Litt.  3  {h),  Sullivan  v. 
2  Consist.  Rep.  252).     But  ther' 
seems  to  be  no  such  presumption 
respecting  a  Christian  or  acquire* 
name  till  a  week  or  fortnight  afte^ 
its    birth.      The    Rubric 
parents  "  not  to  defer  the  baptis 
of  their  infants  longer  than  th^ 
first  or  second  Sunday  next  afte  2 
their  birth,  or  other  holiday  fallingr 
between,  unless  upon  a  great  and 
reasonable  cause,  to  be  approved  by 
the  curate."  (1  Phillim ore's  Bums' 
Eccl.   Law   109).     Parents  would 
probably  be  presumed  to  act  in 
conformity  with  the  Rubric,  and 
therefore  to  have  given  their  children 
a  baptismal  name  when  a  fortnight 
old.     But  under  that  age  the  pre- 
sumption would  manifestly  be  the 
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way.  Dot  only  with  regard  to 
le  given  in  baptism,  but  to 
iven  by  reputation  $  therefore 
^  that  period,  it  seems  that  a 
nate  child  is  presumed  only 
^e  a  surname. 

the  case  of  an  illegitimate 
no  surname  seems  to  attach 
rom  its  birth  by  operation  of 
;Co.  Litt.  3  (b),  Sullivan  ▼.  Sul- 
2  Consist.  Rep.  252),  pro- 
owing  to  the  doctrine  that  it 
Uus  fiUus,  or  Jilia,  which  can 
mean  that  it  is  the  offspring  of 
'son  known,  and  therefore  no 
t  surname  can  attach  to  it  from 
th.  But  as  the  law  seems  to  pre* 
that  every  adult  person  legiti- 
or  illegitimate  has  some  name, 
'.efield  V.  Wakefield,  \  Consist. 
103 ;  S.C.  1  Phillimore's  Rep., 
p.  140),  and  as  the  directions 
i  Rubric  apply  to  illegitimate 
ell  as  legitimate  persons,  it 
I  that  an  illegitimate  infant 
;  a  fortnight  old  would  be  pre- 
d  to  have  a  Christian  name 
events,  though  no  surname, 
seems,  therefore,  that  in  an 
jnent  for  the  murder,  &c.  of 
fant,  legitimate  or  illegitimate, 
!re  be  no  averment  that  the 
is  more  than  a  fortnight  old, 
need  be  no  averment  respect- 
!  name.  If  on  the  other  hand 
lears  on  the  record  that  the 
is  more  than  a  fortnight  old, 
the  indictment  should  state 
',  (1),  its  name,  t.  e,  the 
tian  and  surname  in  the  case 
(gitimate  child,  and  the  Chris- 
name,  and  name  of  repu* 
I,  if  there  be  one,  in  the  case 
illegitimate  child ;  or  C2),  that 
me  is  unknown ;  or  (3^,  that 
not  named.  The  averment 
named"  in  the  case  of  a  legi' 
*  child  seems  only  to  negative 
sistence  of  what  is  commonly 
td  a  Christian  name,  t.  e.  such 
le  as  is  given  by  act  of  a  party 
ler  in  baptism  or  by  reputa- 


tion, as  distinguished  from  a  name 
given  by  operation  of  law,  viz,  the 
surname.  For  otherwise,  as  every 
legitimate  child  has  a  surname 
from  its  birth,  the  averment  "  not 
named"  would  be  a  contradiction  in 
terms.  Thus  an  indictment  charg- 
ing Elizabeth,  the  wife  of  Robert 
Biss,  with  the  murder  of  her  infant 
male  child,  aged  about  six  weeks, 
and  not  named,  would  merely  mean 
that  it  had  no  name  either  by  bap- 
tism or  by  reputation,  other  than 
that  which  attached  to  it  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  viz.  Biss,  the  surname 
of  its  parents.  So  if  the  above 
indictment,  instead  of  "  not  named^* 
had  described  the  child  thus, 
"  named  Richard,"  (if  such  were 
the  fact)  that  description  would 
seem  to  be  sufficient,  the  surname 
Biss  being  necessarily  implied. 

If  the  above  views  be  correct,  it 
seems  that  the  indictment  in  H.  v. 
Waters,  as  it  contained  no  aver- 
ment respecting  the  age  of  the 
child,  need  not  have  contained  any 
averment  respecting  its  name ;  and 
that  therefore  '*  not  baptized " 
would  have  been  sufficient,  but 
needless.  And  this  seems  to  be  in 
accordance  with  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  in  R,  v.  Sarah  WilUs,  supra, 
p.  80.  For  there  the  indictment 
was  held  good,  though  it  contained 
no  averments  respecting  either  the 
age  or  name  of  the  child :  and  as 
the  fact  of  the  illegitimacy  seems 
not  to  affect  the  question,  in  nei- 
ther case  would  the  want  of  an 
averment  respecting  the  name 
seem  to  be  fatal  on  demurrer,  un- 
less the  child  was  averred  to  be 
more  than  a  fortnight  old.  But 
the  child,  legitimate  or  illegitimate. 
Would  be  taken  to  be  under  a  fort- 
night old,  and  if  proved  to  be 
above  that  age,  it  would  be  held  to 
be  a  variance.  (On  the  acquisi- 
tion of  surnames,  see  Doe  dem  Lus- 
combe  v.  Yates,  5  B.  &  A.  544,  and 
note,  p.  552). 
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THE  QUEEN  v.  ALLEN. 


Where  an 
adult  and  a 
boy  of  twelve 
yeare  of  age 
commit  an 
unnatural 
oflence,  the 
adult,  being 
the  pathic, 
may  be  con- 
victed. 


At  the  December  sessions  of  the  Central  Crimioal 
Court  Henry  Allen  was  tried,  before  Mr.  Baron  Rolf£, 
for  an  unnatural  crime. 

The  first  count  charged  that  the  said  Henry  Allen 
in  and  upon  one  John  Wood  feloniously  did  lay  his 
hands,  and  then  and  there  feloniously,  wickedly, 
diabolically,  and  against  the  order  of  nature,  had  a 
venereal  affair  with  the  said  John  Wood^  and  him,  the 
said  John  Woody  then  and  there  feloniously,  wickedly, 
and  diabolically,  and  against  the  order  of  nature,  did 
carnally  know,  and  then  and  there  feloniously,  wick- 
edly, diabolicall}',  and  against  the  order  of  nature, 
with  the  said  John  Woody  did  commit  and  perpetrate 
the  detestable,  abominable,  and  horrid  crime  of,  &c.  &c. 

The  second  count  charged  that  the  prisoner  feloni- 
ously, wickedly,  diabolically,  and  against  the  order  of 
nature,  was  consenting  to,  and  did  permit  and  suffer 
the  said  John  Wood  feloniously,  wickedly,  diabolically, 
and  against  the  order  of  nature,  to  have  a  venereal 
affair  with  him,  the  said  Henry  AlUn^  and  then  and 
there  feloniously,  wickedly,  diabolically,  and  against 
the  order  of  nature,  to  carnally  know  him  the  said 
Henry  Allen,  and  with  him  the  said  Henry  Allen, 
then  and  there  feloniously,  wickedly,  diabolically,  and 
against  the  order  of  nature,  to  commit  and  perpetrate 
the  detestable,  abominable,  and  horrid  crime  of,  &c. 
And  that  the  said  Henry  Allen  did  then  and  there 
feloniously,  wickedly,  diabolically,  and  against  the 
order  of  nature,  commit  and  perpetrate  with  the  said 
John  Wood  the  detestable,  abominable,  and  horrid 
crime  aforesaid  against  the  form  of,  &c. 

The  facts  proved  were,  that  the  prisoner  induced 
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John  Wood,  a  boy  of  twelve  years  of  age,  to  have       1848. 
carnal  knowledge  of  his  person — the  prisoner  having     allbn's 
been  the  pathic  in  the  crime.  ^^^*^ 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  but  the  learned 
Baron  felt  some  doubt  whether  the  facts  supported 
either  count,  and  requested  the  opinion  of  the  Judges 
on  the  case. 

On  the  20th  o(  January,  1849,  Lord  Denman  C.  J., 
Parke  B.,  Alderson  B.,  Coltman  J.,  and  Cole- 
ridge J.,  being  present,  Lord  Denman  said,  that  the 
Court  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  conviction 
was  right. 


THE  QUEEN  v.  ROBERT  WYNN.  1848. 


The  prisoner  was  tried  before  Mr.  Baron  Platt,  on  The  prisoner, 
the  23rd  of  August,  1848,  at  the  Central  Criminal  employ  of 
Court,  on  an  indictment  charging  him  with  stealing,  ^^^^^^1^ 
whilst  employed  in  the  Post-office,  two  post  letters,  tried  under 
containing  one  halt-crown,  one  ^sixpence,  three  postage  &  i  vici, 
stamps,   and   two  sovereigns,   the    property   of    her  ^*  ^^' ?•  ^^j 
Majesty's  Postmaster  General  (a).  ment  which 

He  was  employed  in  the  Post-office,  and  his  duty  \n^ihefirsT^ 
was  to  open  the  bacs  brousrht  to  the  particular  table  ^^**?>  ^'.** 

^  o  o  r  steahng,  in 

at  which  he  was  placed,  take  out  the  letters,  and  sepa-  the  seccmd 
rate  them.     The  Scarborough  bag,  which  contained,  i^g  letters," 

&c.    The ' 

jury  found 
(fit)  The   indictment    also   con-      omitted  in  the  case,  stated  by  the  •<  that  the 

tained  a  count  for  secreting  the      learned  Baron,  was  taken  as  part  prisoner 

said    letters,    &c.     This,    thongh      of  the  case  by  the  Court.  having  com- 

mitted a 
mistake  in 
the  Horting  of  the  letters  in  question,  secreted  them  in  the  water-closet  in  order  to 
avoid  the  8up]>osed  penalty  attached  to  such  mistake." 

Held,     1.  l*hat  this  was  a  verdict  of  guilty  on  both  counts.     2.  That  the  count  for 
secreting  need  not  aver  any  purpose  or  intent  whatever. 
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1848.      arooogst  others,  the  two  letters^ escribed  in  the  indie 
yfy^^f^     ment,  was  brought  to  his  table.     He  opened  it,  too 
Cwe.       out  all  the  letters,  and  put  them  on  the  table  befoi — 
him.     Twenty  or  thirty   bags   were  opened  on  thv 
same  table  by  the  prisoner  at  the  same  time,  and  timm 
letter  bills  of  the  several  bags  were,  by  him,  spre^^ 
before  him  on  the  table.     It  then  became  his  duty  ^^^ 
separate  the  registered  letters  and  unpaid  letters  fron 
the  unregistered  paid  letters,  to  fold  the  registerec/ 
letters  in  the  bills  and  place  them  in  a  drawer.    In  tbe 
course  of  this  separation,  he   put  two  unregistered 
letters  in  one  of  the  letter  bills,  and  some  of  the  regis- 
tered letters  in  their  respective  bills  in  the  drawer, 
from  which  he  afterwards  gave  them  to  the  register 
clerk,  to  check  the  bills  containing  them.     He  after- 
wards put  the  rest  of  the  registered   letters  in  tbe 
drawer,  and   carried   them,  when   collected,   to  the 
register  clerk.     When  he  had  done  so,  he  returned 
towards  his  table,  and  went  to  a  water-closet.   He  was 
observed  to  hold  in  his  hand  what  appeared  to  be  a  bill 
folded  over  letters,  was  followed,  and,  after  he  had 
placed  himself  with  his  breeches  down  on  the  seat  of 
the  water-closet,  was  observed  to  put  his  hands  be- 
tween   his   legs.      He   was   immediately   taken  into 
custody.     On  his  coming  from  the  water-closet,  tbe 
two  letters,  sealed  and  unopened,  laid  on  the  paper 
contained  in  the  pan. 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  if,  through  neglect, 
the  letters  were  not  accurately  sorted,  the  person 
guilty  of  such  neglect  was  liable  to  be  punished. 

The  jury  found  that  the  prisoner,  having  committed 
a  mistake  in  the  sorting  of  the  letters  in  question, 
secreted  them  in  the  water-closet,  in  order  to  avoid 
the  supposed  penalty  attached  to  such  mistake. 

Upon  this  verdict  the  judgment  was  respited. 

The  evidence  adduced  on  the  trial  may  be  found  in 
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page  476  of  the  Short-Hand  Writer's  Notes  for  the      1848. 
10th  session,  sent  by  the  corporation  of  London  to  the  ""wynn^b" 
Judges.  Case. 

On  the  20th  di  January^  1849,  this  case  was  argued 
before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Parke  B.,  Alderson  B.9 
CoLTMAN  J.,  and  Coleridge  J. 

Ballantyne  for  the  prisoner.  The  indictment  was 
preferred  under  stat.  7  Wm.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  36,  s.  26, 
which  enacts,  that  ^' every  person  employed  under  the 
Post-office,  who  shall  steals  or  shall,  for  any  purpose 
whatever^  embezzle,  secrete^  or  destroy  a  post  letter, 
shall,  in  England  and  Ireland^  be  guilty  of  felony, 
and  in  Scotland,  of  a  high  crime  and  offence,  and 
shall,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  either  be  trans- 
ported beyond  the  seas  for  the  term  of  seven  years,  or 
be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  three  years; 
and  if  any  such  post  letter,  so  stolen  or  embezzled, 
secreted  or  destroyed,  shall  contain  therein  any  chattel 
or  money  whatsoever,  or  any  valuable  security,  every 
such  offender  shall  be  transported  beyond  the  seas  for 
life." 

The  case,  as  stated  to  the  Court,  only  mentions  a 
charge  of  stealing;  the  indictment  also  contained  a 
count  for  secreting,  which  will  probably  be  chiefly 
relied  on  for  the  Crown.  (1)  Does  the  evidence  prove 
a  stealing  ?  The  only  evidence  of  a  stealing  is  the  act 
of  secreting ;  therefore,  unless  the  secreting  be  such 
as  would  amount  to  a  stealing  at  common  law,  the 
charge  is  not  made  out.  In  R.  v.  E.  Jones,  1  Den. 
C.  C.  188,  and  R.  v.  Privett  ^  Goodhall,  ibid,  193, 
there  was  an  actual  taking,  but  here  the  taking  was 
only  constructive.  If  there  can  be  no  larceny  without 
a  trespass,  it  is  difficult  to  see  where  the  trespass  was 
in  this  case ;  when  did  it  commence  ?  at  what  stage 
of  the  transaction?  If  a  servant  takes  a  book  out  of 
his  master's  library  to  read,  does  it  some  accidental 
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1848*  hurt,  and,  from  fear  of  detection,  secretes  it  without 
Wynn'b  ^^y  intention  to  appropriate  it,  is  that  a  larceny  ?  l=r 
Cwe-  the  cases  above  cited,  the  subject  of  the  larceny  wa^ 
destroyed,  so  that  the  master  could  not  possibly  recov^= 
it :  here  the  letter  was  not  destroyed  ;  the  only  ev  ^ 
dence  of  theft  was  the  secreting.  It  was  an  act  ^ 
misconduct,  but  not  a  felony.  If  this  be  a  felons 
every  act  of  concealment  in  a  servant,  whereby  tl — 
property  of  the  master  is  kept  out  of  the  master's  vie^a 
is  a  felony. 

Ballantyne.  Then,  as  to  the  second  count,  fis: 
secreting — 

Parke  B. — We  must  treat  this  case  on  the  suppo^j 
tion  that  the  indictment  contained  a  count  for  secretim  g 
If  so,  does  not  the  act  make  the  mere  secreting  wtn 
oflfence  ? 

Alderson  B. — The  act  says,  "secrete  for  axjjr 
purpose  whatever." 

Ballantyne.  The  secreting  must  be  a  secreting 
with  a  view  to  steal. 

Lord  Den  MAN. — It  must  be  construed  with  refer- 
ence to  the  nature  of  the  mischiefs  provided  against  by 
the  Post-office  Act ;  of  which  the  mere  secreting  msy 
well  be  one. 

Ballantyne.  It  does  not  appear,  by  the  finding  of 
the  jury,  that  the  prisoner  meant  to  take  the  entire 
dominion  over  the  letters,  or  wholly  to  deprive  the 
Postmaster  of  them,  or  to  convert  them  to  his  own  use. 

Aldebson  B. — You  don't  mean  that  the  letters  were 
put  into  the  water-closet,  in  order  that  the  authorities 
of  the  Post-office  might  find  them  there  ? 

Parke  B — JR.  v.  Cabbage^  R.  &  It  292,  is  not  un- 
like this  case.  The  horse  there  was  destroyed,  io 
order  to  aid  a  prisoner  on  his  trial  for  a  previous 
stealing  of  the  same  horse,  and  that  was  held  a  suffi- 
cient motive,  if  a  motive  of  gain  were  requisite  in 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  369 

larceny.    Here  the  prisoner  secretes  the  letters  to  save       184S. 
himself  from  being  detected  in  a  previous  act  of  mis-     wynn's 
conduct.     If  so,  the  only  question  is,  whether  putting       Case, 
them  in  the  pan  of  the  water-closet  is  not  a  taking. 
If  a  servant  takes  a  chattel  of  his  roaster's,  and  locks 
it  up  in  a  box,  that  is  a  larceny  ;  how  is  this  case 
different? 

Ballantyne  then  proposed  to  take  an  objection  to 
the  indictment — but 

Lord  Denman  said,  that  the  record  was  not  before 
the  Court,  and  as  no  point  arising  upon  it  was  reserved, 
the  Court  could  not  entertain  the  objection. 

Parke  B. — The  moment  the  prisoner  dropped  the 
letter  into  the  water-closet,  there  was  an  asportavitj 
and  the  intent  is  shewn  by  the  place  where  it  was 
dropped. 

Clarkson^  for  the  Crown,  was  not  called  upon  by  the 
Court. 

Lord  Denman. — Firsts  as  to  the  secreting.  No 
purpose  is  alleged  in  the  indictment ;  but  the  words 
and  object  of  the  act  make  it  clear  that  no  purpose 
need  be  stated.  Particular  duties  are  imposed  on 
servants  in  the  Post-office ;  they  are  not  to  secrete 
letters  for  any  purpose  whatever.  If  they  secrete 
letters,  be  their  purpose  in  doing  so  what  it  may,  they 
are  equally  guilty.  This  decision  is  in  exact  accord- 
ance with  that  in  R.  v.  Douglas,  (16  L.  J.  New  Series, 
M.  C.  116),  which  was  confirmed  in  error.  (Ibid.  17, 
176). 

Secondly,  as  to  the  larceny.  The  act  was  clearly  a 
stealing ;  the  prisoner  could  have  no  other  intention 
than  to  deprive  the  Post-office  authorities  of  the  letter, 
which  was  their  property  ;  he  put  it  in  a  place  whence 
ID  a  moment  it  would  naturally  disappear.  It  was 
therefore  meant  to  be  entirely  withdrawn  from  the 
owner,  and  the  jury  clearly   were  of  that  opinion. 
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Both  counts  in  the  indictment  are  therefore  made  out. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Platt  B.,  who  had  been  requested  to  come  into 
Court  during  the  argument,  observed  that  the  word 
secrete  was  probably  put  into  the  act  for  the  express 
purpose  of  preventing  the  prisoner  alleging  any 
assignable  ground  of  excuse. 
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Special  ver- 
dict, "  that 
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pose of  them, 
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been  dressed 
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soner bat  by 
another 
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Held.    1.  Not 
a  larceny. 
2.  The  Court 
will  not  send 
back  a  case 
to  be  restated 
except  under 
special  cir- 
cumstances. 
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THE  QUEEN  v.  WILLIAM  HOLLOWAY. 

At  the  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  holden  in 
and  for  the  borough  of  Liverpool^  on  the  fourth  day  of 
December  J  1848,  before  Gilbert  Henderson^  Esquire, 
Recorder,  William  Holloway,  a  prisoner  for  felony, 
was  tried  on  the  following  indictment : — 

"  Borough  of  Liverpool,  ^  The  jurors  for  oar  Lady  the  Queen,  upon 
in  the  county  of  Lan-'  >  their  oath,  present  that  William  HoUowojft 
caster,  to  wit.  J  late  of  the  borough  of  Liverpool,  in  the 

county  of  Lancaster,  labourer,  on  the  second  day  oi  December,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand,  eight  hundred  and  forty-eight,  at  the 
borough  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  Court,  was  servant  to  one  Thomas  Barton  and  another, 
and  that  the  said  William  HoUoway  afterwards,  and  whilst  he  was 
such  servant  as  aforesaid,  to  wit.  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  with 
force  and  arms,  at  the  borough  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid,  one  hundred  and  twenty  skina  of 
wash  leather,  of  the  value  of  one  pound  and  fifteen  shillings,  one 
hundred  and  twenty  skins  of  shamoy  leather,  of  the  valae  of  one 
pound  and  fifteen  shillings,  and  one  hundred  and  twenty  pieces  of 
leather^  of  the  value  of  one  pound  ^nd  fifteen  shillings,  of  the  goods 
and  chattels  of,  and  belonging  to  the  said  Thomas  Barton  and  another, 
his  masters,  then  and  there  being  found,  then  and  there  felonioatly 
did  steal,  take  and  carry  away,  against  the  form  of  the  statnte  in  that 
case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 


Um0« 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED,  371 

After  hearing  the  evidence,  the  jury  found  the  1848. 
following  special  verdict,  "That  the  prisoner  took  jj^^^^ 
them  not  with  intent  to  sell  or  dispose  of  them,  but  to  way's 
bring  them  in  and  charge  them  as  his  own  work,  and 
so  get  paid  by  his  master  for  them."  The  jury,  under 
the  directions  of  the  Conrt,  found  the  prisoner  guilty, 
and  the  following  case  was  reserved  for  the  considera- 
tion of  the  Judges. 

"  The  prisoner,  William  Holloway^  was  indicted  at 
the  general  quarter  sessions,  holden  in  and  for  the 
borough  of  Liverpool ^  on  December  the  fourth,  one 
thousand,  eight  hundred  and  forty-eight,  for  stealing 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  one  hundred  and 
twenty  skins  of  leather,  the  property  of  Thomas  Barton 
and  another. 

"  Thomas  Barton  and  another  were  tanners,  and 
the  prisoner  was  one  of  many  workmen  employed  by 
them  at  their  tannery,  in  Liverpool^  to  dress  skins  of 
leather.  The  skins,  when  dressed,  were  delivered  to 
the  foreman,  and  every  workman  was  paid  in  propor- 
tion to  and  on  account  of  the  work  done  by  himself. 
The  skins  of  leather  were  afterwards  stored  in  a  ware-* 
bouse  adjoining  to  the  workshop.  The  prisoner,  by 
opening  a  window  and  removing  an  iron  bar,  got 
access  clandestinely  to  the  warehouse,  and  carried 
away  the  skins  of  leather  mentioned  in  the  indictment, 
and  which  had  been  dressed  by  other  workmen.  The 
prisoner  did  not  remove  these  skins  from  the  tannery, 
but  they  were  seen  and  recognized  the  following  day 
at  the  porch  or  place  where  he  usually  worked  in  the 
workshop.  It  was  proved  to  be  a  common  practice  at 
the  tannery  for  one  workman  to  lend  work,  that  is  to 
say,  skins  of  leather  dressed  by  him,  to  another  work-* 
man,  and  for  the  borrower  in  such  case  to  deliver  the 
work  to  the  foreman,  and  get  paid  for  it  on  bis  own 
account,  and  as  if  it  were  his  own  work. 

VOL,  I.  DP 
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1848.  *^  A  question  of  fact  arose  as  to  the  intention  of  tha 

Uqj^^^  prisoner  in  taking  the  skins  from  the  warehouses 
The  jury  found  that  the  prisoner  did  not  intend  U^ 
remove  the  skins  from  the  tannery,  and  dispose  « 
them  elsewhere,  but  that  his  intention  in  taking  theK 
was  to  deliver  them  to  the  foreman,  and  to  get  paid  f<« 
them  as  if  they  were  his  own  work,  and  in  this  wa^ 
he  intended  the  skins  to  be  restored  to  the  possessic^- 
of  his  masters. 

*'  The  question  is,  whether  on  the  finding  of  tb^ 
jury,  the  prisoner  ought  to  have  been  convicted  of 
larceny. 

*'  Judgment  was  postponed,  and  the  prisoner  was 
liberated  on  bail  taken  for  his  appearance  at  the  next 
or  some  subsequent  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  to 
receive  judgment  or  some  final  order  of  the  Court." 

On  20th  January^  1849,  this  case  was  argued 
before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Parke  B.,  Aldbrson  B., 
CoLTMAN  J.,  Coleridge  J. 

Lowndes  for  the  crown. 

Parke  B. — Is  this  case  distinguishable  from  M.  ▼• 
Webb,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  431  ? 

Lowndes.  I  distinguish  it  thus.  In  that  case  there 
was  no  taking  at  all  from  the  possession  of  the  owner. 
There  was  no  positive  physical  act  which  shewed  an 
intention  to  defraud  the  owner. 

Alderson  B. — Here  he  only  removes  the  sliins 
from  one  part  of  the  warehouse  to  the  other. 

Coleridge  J. — In  R.  v.  Webb,  there  was  the  space 
between  the  heaps  of  ore  and  a  removal  over  that  space; 
and  the  intention  to  injure  the  owners  was  necessarily 
involved  in  the  act  of  removal. 

Parke  B. — The  difficulty  here  is  that  it  is  essential 
to  larceny,  that  there  should  be  a  taking  with  intent 
wholly  to  deprive  the  owner  of  his  property ;  a  mere 
temporary  appropriation  is  qot  enough  to  constitate 
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a  felonious  taking.     Here  the  intent  was  to  return       1848. 
them  to  the  master. 


HOLLO- 

lAnondeB.  The  older  authorities  show  that  such  ^^^'« 
intent  is  not  necessary,  but  that  an  intent  to  return 
the  chattel  in  an  impaired  or  altered  state  will  consti- 
tute the  offence.  In  R.  v.  Privett  and  Goodhall^  supra^ 
p.  193,  the  owner  cannot  be  said  to  have  been  wholly 
deprived  of  the  oats;  they  were  applied  to  his  use, 
though  improperly.  Here  the  skins  were  taken 
wrongfully,  and  though  with  a  view  of  returning 
them  to  the  master,  it  was  not  until  they  had  been 
first  made  the  means  of  defrauding  him ;  therefore 
they  cannot  be  said  to  have  been  returned  to  him  in 
the  same  state  as  when  taken.  They  had  other  inci- 
dents attached  to  them  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the 
prisoner,  which  incidents  carried  with  them  an  intent 
to  deprive  the  owner  of  his  property.  The  taking  was 
clearly  a  trespass ;  it  therefore  was  such  a  taking  as  to 
support  a  charge  of  larceny,  provided  the  object  of  the 
taker  was  to  convert  them  to  his  own  use  wrongfully. 
It  clearly  was  so.  The  old  authorities  show  that 
where  there  has  been  a  fraudulent  taking,  and  an 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  taker  to  use  the  thing  taken 
as  his  own  And  so  wrongfully  to  assert  an  entire  domi- 
nion over  the  thing  pro  tanto^  there  is  no  necessity 
that  he  should  also  intend  to  deprive  the  owner  wholly 
of  his  property  for  ever.  It  is  true  that  where  such 
intention  exists,  coupled  with  a  taking,  every  such 
act  is  a  larceny ;  but  there  may  be  a  larceny  without 
such  intention.  Surely  it  would  be  a  larceny  to  tak^ 
a  horse  out  of  A*s  stable  with  a  view  of  using  him  for 
six  months,  and  then  returning  it  to  A.  If  it  be  not, 
what  length  of  user  on  the  part  of  the  taker  will  make 
the  "taking  felonious?  In  the  Mirror^  it  is  said, 
**  Larcine  est  prise  d'autre  moeble  corporelle  treche- 
rousment  cdntre   la  voljunt  de  celuy  a  q.  il  est  p. 
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1848.  male  egaigne  de  la  possession,  ou  del  use."  The  mere 
H^jj^i^Q.  wrongful  taking  for  the  purpose  of  user  is  here  said  to 
^Jj^*  be  larceny.  It  is  true  that  Bracton  expands  the  words 
"  prise  trecherousment"  into  "  contrectatio  fraudu- 
lenta  cum  animo  furandi ;"  Fleta  uses  precisely  the 
same  words ;  and  Coke^  3rd  Inst.  cap.  47,  calls  it 
"  the  felonious  and  fraudulent  taking."  But  the 
question  still  remains,  what  is  meant  by  Jeloniamf 
Is  not  the  definition  in  the  Mirror  correct,  which  says 
that  a  wrongful  and  fraudulent  taking  to  use  is  a 
larceny  ? 

Aldersoic  B.<— -If  a  servant  takes  a  horse  out  of  his 
master's  stable,  and  turns  it  out  into  the  road  with 
intent  to  get  a  reward  the  next  day  by  bringing  it 
back  to  his  master,  would  that  be  larceny  ? 

Parke  B^  cited  JR.  v.  Phillips^  2  East,  PL  C.  cap. 
16,  s.  98,  as  showing  that  a  wrongful  taking  for  a 
temporary  user  was  not  larceny,  even  though  the 
takers  there  were  found  by  the  jury  to  be  perfectly 
indifferent  whether  the  owner  ever  recovered  his  pro- 
perty or  no,  and  certainly  to  have  had  no  intention  of 
returning  it  to  him  themselves. 

Lowndes  then  said  that  if  the  Court  thought  fit  to 
send  back  the  case  to  the  Recorder  to  be  restated,  the 
evidence  would  show  that  there  was  another  ground 
on  which  the  conviction  might  be  supported. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  intimated  that  the  Court 
would  not  take  that  course ;  that  the  case  should  be 
so  stated  as  to  enable  the  Court  to  give  their  decision 
in   the  first  instance  (a),   and   in  giving  judgooent 

(a)  By  Stat.  11  &  12  VicU  c.  78,  be  sent  back  for  amendment,  sod 

8.  4,  it  is  enacted,  "  that  the  said  thereupon  the  same  shall  be  ameDd- 

justices  and  barons,  when  a  case  ed  accordingly,  and  judgment  ibi^ 

has  been  reserved  for  their  opinion,  be  delivered   after  it  shaU  h>^ 

shall  have  power,  if  they  think  Jit,  been  amended." 
to  cause  the  case  or  certificate  to 
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against  the  coDviction,  he  said  that  if  this  case  could        1848. 
be  considered  open  upon  the  authorities,  there  seemed  ""hollo^ 
great  reason  to  hold  that  it  was  a  larceny,  but  that  as      ^^'^ 
the  Court  had  so  lately  determined  that  the  intention 
of  the  taker  must  be  to  deprive  the  owner  wholly  of 
his  property,  the  conviction  could  not  be  supported. 

Parke  B. — We  are  bound  to  say  that  this  is  no 
larceny.  The  books  do  not  give  a  full  definition  of  that 
crime  ;  Sast^  P.  C.  ch.  16,  s.  2,  defines  it  with  perhaps 
more  accuracy  than  other  writers  to  be  *'  the  wrongful 
or  fraudulent  taking  and  carrying  away  by  any  person 
of  the  mere  personal  goods  of  another  from  any  place 
with  a  felonious  intent  to  convert  them  to  his  (the 
taker's)  own  use,  and  make  them  his  property,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  owner."  But  this  definition 
needs  some  addition ;  the  taking  should  be  not  only 
wrongful  and  fraudulent,  but  should  also  be  **  without 
any  colour  of  right."  All  the  cases  show  that  if  the 
intention  were  not  to  take  the  entire  dominion  over 
the  property  that  is  no  larceny.  jR.  v,  Phillipps  and 
Strong,  2  East,  PL  Cr.  cap.  16,  s.  98,  is  the  earliest 
case  on  the  subject,  and  there  are  others  to  the  same 
effect.  Then  there  is  the  case  of  R.  v,  Webb^  1  Moo. 
C.  C.  431,  which  is  precisely  the  same  as  the  present 
case.  Therefore  the  essential  element  of  larceny  is 
here  wanting,  viz.,  the  intention  to  deprive  the  owner 
wholly  of  his  property. 

Alderson  B«  and  Coleridge  J.  concurred. 

CoLTMAN  J. — It  is  safer  to  be  guided  by  the 
cases  than  by  the  definitions  given  by  text  writers. 
If  on  looking  through  all  the  cases  on  the  subject,  it 
8eems  to  have  been  considered  that  a  taking,  though 
wrongful,  for  a  mere  temporary  purpose,  does  not 
amount  to  larceny,  we  must  be  governed  by  such 
authority,  even  though  some  old  definitions  would 
seem  to  warrant  a  difierent  judgment.     It  is  difficult 


376 

184a 

Hollo- 
way's 
Gate. 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED. 

to  frame  definitions  so  as  to  be  absolutely  correct; 
they  are  constantly  amended  and  explained  by  the 


cases  (a). 

(a)  It  seems  to  be  settled  law 
that  every  wronf^fol  taking,  with- 
out any  colour  of  right  with  intent 
to  deprive  the  owner  wholly  of  his 
property  is  larceny,  whatever  other 
motives  may  have  also  influenced 
the  taker:  and  that  no  wrongful 
taking  will  amount  to  larceny 
which  is  cot  done  with  such  intent. 
The  question  for  the  jury  in  such 
case  will  be,  whether  the  facts  prove 
such  intent  If  it  appear  that  the 
prisoner  kept  the  goods  as  his  own 
till  his  apprehension,  or  that  he 
gave  them  away,  or  sold,  see  R,  v. 
Hall,  iftfra,  p.  381,  or  exchanged  or 
destroyed  them,  such  intent  may, 
generally  speaking,  be  deemed 
proved :  though  there  seem  to  be 
some  cases  in  which  it  would  be 
palpably  unjust,  and  erroneous  to 
find  such  an  intentioD,even  on  such 
a  state  of  facts  as  is  here  suggested ; 
for  instance,  if  A.  took  a  bU  note 
from  B,  wrongfully,  and  left  five 
sovereigns  in  exchange;  if  A, 
snatched  an  egg  from  B*8  basket 
merely  to  pelt  B.  with,  and  did  so  $ 
and  were  it  not  for  the  express  de- 
cision to  the  contrary,  such  would 
seem  to  be  the  case  where  a  ser- 
vant wrongfully  took  his  master's 
oats  to  feed  his  master's  horses. 
For  in  all  these  and  the  like  cases 
the  intent  of  wholly  depriving  the 
owner  of  his  goods  never  governed 
the  mind  of  the  taker,  or  even 
entered  into  it  as  a  motive;  al- 
though the  practical  result  to  the 
owner  was  the  same  as  though  it 
had.  It  would  be  a  confounding 
of  all  human  motives  and  human 
actionR,  if  a  frolic,  or  an  act  of 
thoughtless  mischief,  or  even  of 
mere  misconduct,  withouimischief, 


were  held  to  be  of  the  nature  of 
felony. 

If  on  the  other  hand  the  prisoner 
took  the  goods  with  a  view  only  to 
a  temporary  user,  intending  to  keep 
them  for  a  short  time  only,  and  to 
return  them  to  the  owner  unim- 
paired, an  intent  thereby  wholly  to 
deprive  the  owner  cannot,  gene- 
rally speaking,  be  demed  proved. 

But  if  he  took  them  with  a  view 
only  to  a  temporary  user,  intending 
however  to  keep  them  for  a  very 
unreasonable  time,  or  to  use  them 
in  a  reckless,  wanton,  or  injurious 
manner,  and  then  to  leave  it  to 
mere  chance  whether  the  owner 
ever  recovered  them  or  no,  and  if 
he  recovered  them  at  all  would  pro- 
bably recover  them  in  a  damaged 
or  altered  condition,  such  a  taking 
would  seem  in  common  sense  to  be 
ample  evidence  of  an  intent  wholly 
to  deprive  the  owner  of  his  pro- 
perty. For  there  seems  to  be  no 
middle  course  between  that  and  the 
broad  proposition  that  no  amount 
of  mere  user  will  make  a  taking* 
felonious,  if  there  be  some  definite 
term,  however  distant,  within  which 
the  taker  meant  to  return  the  pro- 
perty, or  even  to  abandon  it  So 
that  A,  might  with  impunity  take 
B,*8  great  coat  from  Lxmdtm  to  Ber- 
wickt  intending  only  to  use  it  for  that 
journey,  and  leave  it  at  the  Bervieib 
station  to  be  given  to  A.  in  case  he 
should  chance  to  come  that  way ; 
or  A.  might  even  take  £.'#  walking- 
stick,  or  any  thing  which  would  not 
wear  out  from  mere  user,  for  a 
term  of  years. 

The  fact  of  the  iaking  being 
merely  for  temporary  use  seems, 
therefore,  not  of  itself  to  be  incon- 
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iiistent  with  an  intent  whoUj  to 
deprire  the  owner  of  his  property, 
and,  therefore,  does  not  seem  ne- 
cessarily to  negative  the  felony, 
bnt  simply  to  he  a  piece  of  evi- 
dence which  the  jury  may  regard 
as  showing  a  taking  either  from 
wantonness,  mistake,  accident,  fro- 
lic, or  thievish  design,  according  to 
circumstances.  And  their  judg- 
ment respecting  the  intent  must 
vary  with  the  circumstances  of  each 
particular  case.  They  will  have  to 
take  into  consideration  the  parties, 
the  place,  time,  mode  of  user,  thing 
taken,  circumstances  of  ahandon« 


ment,  &c.  &c. 

This  seems  to  hove  heen  the 
opinion  of  the  Judges  in  R,  v.  Pibtt- 
Upps  and  Stnmg,  2  East,  PI.  C, 
c.  16,  s.  98,  since  they  there  inti- 
mated, that  bad  the  jury  found  the 
prisoners  guilty  generally,  instead 
of  finding  a  taking  for  a  temporary 
user  specially,  the  verdict  could  not 
have  been  questioned.  That  case 
seems  also  to  show,  that  a  finding 
of  a  taking  for  a  temporary  user, 
and  an  abandonment  after  such 
user,  wiihout  more,  would,  in  law, 
be  a  verdict  of  not  guilty. 
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Surrey  J  At  the  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  Three  boys, 

to  wit.)  holden  at  Saint  Mary  Newingtony  in  and  for  ^y^t^ 

the  said  county  of  Surrey^  on  Tuesday  the  second  day  Jj^j  gj^I^I^ 

of  January,  1849,  were  indicted 

George  Mead,  late   of  the  parish  of  Wimbledon,  mon  assault 
in  the  county  of  Surrey,  Ralph  Bead,\9Lte  of  the  same  ^?ne^w  of 
place,  and  John  Barlow,  late  of  the  same  place,  aged  age.   They 
respectively  thirteen,  twelve,  and  eleven  years,  were  proved  to 
charged   in   the    same   indictment  with   a  common  l»v«^«J 

o  ,  connexion 

assault  on  Elizabeth  Ellen  Searle,  a  girl  of  nine  years  with  her. 

f  Special  ver- 

01  age.  dicfguUty, 

It  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  four  parties  went  ??  ^^^^ 

^  ■  being  an 

into  a  hay-loft,  when  each  of  the  three  boys  had  con-  assenting 
nexion  with  the  girl,  and  penetration  was  effected  in  tbat^rom 
each  case.    When  the  boys  first  beean  to  take  liberties,  ^^^  ^^^^ 

JO  »  years*  she 

the  girl  shewed  some  unwillingness,  but  eventually  didnotiinow 

what  she  was 
about" 
HM,  that  the  conviction  was  wrong.    The  verdict  shewing  an  assent  by  the  girL 
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1848.      she  ceased  to  offer  any  oppositioD,  and  apparently 

^^lAD's      assented. 

Caw.  The  verdict  of  the  jury  wgs,  *' Guilty,  the  childC>j 

being  an  assenting  party,  but  that  from  her  tenders  ^ 
years  she  did  not  know  what  she  was  about/* 

The  question  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Cournr  ai 
Is,  whether  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  th»  mrMh 
case,  the  girl  being  of  the  age  of  nine  years  only^^^  iV 
actually  did  give,  or  was  competent  to  give  such  a^,^s 
sent  to  the  act  in  question,  as  to  invalidate  the  coir:M'-^n 
viction  of  a  common  assault. 

On  20th  January,  1849,  this  case  was  argue-^  ec 
before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Parke  B.,  Alderson  B  -^^3., 
CoLTMAN  J.,  Coleridge  J» 

Needham  for  the  prisoners. 

Alderson  B.-^This  matter  has  been  determine^^  jed 
two  or  three  times.  R.  v.  Martin^  2  Moo.  C.  C.  123^^  3 ; 
S.  C.  9  C.  &  P.  213.  On  this  finding  there  cann^  j^^ot 
be  a  conviction. 

Lord  Desman. — If  it  had  been  found  that  the  gi  m'^\^^ 
had  shewn  unwillingness  at  first,  that  flaight  ha^-^"  -«^*^ 
been  different. 

Robinson  for  the  crown* 

1.  The  verdict  is  a  verdict  of  guilty. 

2.  The  words  which  are  appended  to  that  verdi<^  ^  *^^ 
(lo  not  alter  its  effect ;  they  merely  mean  that  the  git  ^  ''^^\ 
gave  that  mere  mechanical  assent  which  is  denote-^^'^  -^^ 
by  non-resistance ;  bpt  which  in  a  child  of  such  tend'^^^^^  *^ 


-^ ^.j J 

^cts  charged — mental  assent  is  expressly  negatived. 

Alderson  B — The  jury  mean  that  she  was  ai  .^^^^ 
actual  consenting  party,  but  that  she  co^ld  not  by  lav-^  -^^ 
consent,  because  of  her  tender  vears, 

Coleridge  J, — Here  it  is  stated  that  there  was  ^       ^ 
Connexion,  and  that  the  girl   consented.     They  sa^ 
that  she  gave  all  the  consent  to  it  that  so  yo^ng  a 
person  could  give. 


% 
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iRKB  B. — The  first  thing  to  consider  is,  what 
i  is  submitted  to  us  ?  If  we  are  asked  whether  a 
of  such  tender  years  can  consent  in  law,  that  is 
jd  by  jR.  V.  Martin  (a). 
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[t  Beeins,  from  R.  v.  Martin, 
.0.0.  123;  S.  0.  9  0.  &P. 
R.  y.  Banks,  8  G.  &  P.  574; 
Meredith,  8  0.  &  P.  689,  (1), 
le  Stat.  9  Geo*  4,  c.  31,  a.  17» 
lot  deprive  a  girl  under  ten 
of  age,  of  the  power  to  con- 
hich  she  had  at  common  law ; 
at  consequently,  if  she  con- 
to  the  mere  incomplete  at- 
,  such  attempt  is  not  punish* 
s  an  assault;  (3),  that  it  is 
lable  as  an  attempt  to  com- 
felony,  viz.,  as  a  misdemea- 

Stat.  7  Wm.  4,  and  1  Vict. 
s.  11,  enacts  that  "on  the 
r  any  persons  for  any  of  the 
es  thereinbefore  mentioned, 
any  felony  whatever,  whert 
ime  charged  shall  include  an 
t  against  the  person,  it  shall 
ful  for  the  jury  to  acquit  of 
lony,  and  to  find  a  verdict  of 
of  assault  against  the  person 
ed,  tf  the  evidence  shall  war^ 
mch finding;  and  when  such 
:t  shall  be  found,  the  Gourt 
have  power  to  imprison  the 
1  so  found  guilty  of  an  as- 
for  any  term  not  exceeding 
years."    if  a  prisoner  is  in- 

for  a  rape  at  common  law, 
siring  to  consent  being  proved 
acquitted  of  the  felony,  he 
•t,  under  the  above  statute,  be 
;ted  of  an  assault;  because 
igh  the  crime  charged  in  the 
ment  included  an  assault,  the 
ice  did  not  warrant  such 
g.  If  a  prisoner  be  indicted 
'  Stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  s.  17, 
nally  knowing  and  abusing  a 


girl  under  ten  years  of  age,  and 
owing  to  want  of  proof  of  penetra- 
tion he  be  acquitted  of  the  felony,  he 
cannot  be  convicted  of  the  assault 
if  the  girl  be  proved  to  be  above 
the  age  of  seven  years,  and  to  have 
consented;  for  neither  does  the 
crime  charged  include  an  assault, 
since  the  stat.  9  Geo,  4,  c.  31,  s.  17* 
clearly  only  provides  against  carnal 
knowledge  of  children  under  ten 
or  twelve,  with  their  consent,  that 
act  without  their  consent  being  a 
rape  at  common  law;  [Greaves' 
Russell  on  Grimes,  voL  1,  696, 
editor^s  note  (ib)] ;  nqr  if  it  did,  does 
the  evidence  warrant  such  finding. 
This  is  perhaps  the  only  case 
where  a  party  may  be  present  aid- 
ing and  assisting  in  the  comn|is8ion 
of  a  crime,  without  being  criminally 
liable.  It  seems  impossible  to  hold 
that  a  girl  under  ten  years  of  age, 
who  consents  to  have  connexion 
with  a  man,  can  be  indicted  as  a 
principal  in  the  commission  of  the 
same  felony.  The  nature  of  the 
offence  and  the  form  of  the  indict- 
ment alone  seem  to  negative  the 
possibility  of  such  a  charge  bdng 
laid.  Again,  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  31,  s.  17,  only  provides  for  the 
punishment  of  the  man.  Again^ 
the  Legislature  never  could  have 
intended  to  make  an  act  of  fornica- 
tion by  a  child  under  ten  years  of 
age  a  capital  felony,  and  so  to  put 
that  act  on  the  footing  of  an  un- 
natural offence.  The  statute  was 
evidently  framed  for  the  protection 
of  female  children,  and  provided 
against  an  offence  which  could  only 
be  committed  by  the  male  sex. 
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Lord  Denmak  C.  J. — The  jury  have  found  that  the 
girl  gave  her  assent:  we  cannot  tell  whether  this 
were  really  so  or  no ;  but  we  must  take  the  verdict  as 
we  find  it.    Very  possibly  the  jury  would  have  been 


Under  ttat.  7  &  S  Oeo,  4,  c.  30, 
••12,  (now  altered  by  stat.  7  Wm.  4 
and  1  Vici,  c.  89*  e.  3),  a  very  cn- 
riout  instance  might  have  occurred 
of  participation  in  a  ca|»tal  felony 
without  rendering  the  participant  a 
party  to  the  felony,  Tii. — ^where  a 
woman  auisted  a  stranger  in  burn- 
ing her  husband^s  house»  with  in« 
teat  to  bum  him  in  it  In  R.  v. 
BUMobitk  March,  1  Moody,  C.  C. 
182,  the  prisoner  was  proved  to 
have  gone  to  her  husband's  house 
at  night,  and  stuck  a  lighted  candle 
into  the  thatch,  having  previously 
declared,  on  appljring  for  the  can- 
die,  that  she  wanted  to  bum  her 
husband  to  death.  She  was  con- 
victed. But  a  doubt  arose  whether 
it  was  an  offence  within  the  statute, 
for  a  wife  to  bum  her  husband's 
house  for  the  purpose  of  doing  him 
an  injury ;  and  the  conviction  was 
holden  to  be  wrong ;  on  the  ground 
that  to  constitute  that  offence  it 
was  essential  that  she  should  have 
intended  to  injure  or  defraud  some 
third  person,  not  one  identified  with 
herself. 

The  words  of  the  statute  7  &  8 
Oeo,  4,  c.  30,  s.  2,  are,  ''If  any 
person  shall,  unlawfully  and  mali- 
ciously, set  fire  to  any  house,  &c., 
whether  the  same  shall  then  be  in 
the  possession  of  the  offender  or  of 
any  other  person,  with  intent  to 
injure  or  defraud  any  person, 
every  such  person  shall,  &c.,  suffer 
death." 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  had 
•he  assisted  a  third  person  to  com- 
mit the  felony,  she  could  not  have 
been  indicted  with  him  as  a  princi- 


pal. It  seems,  that  the  proper 
course  would  have  been  to  indict 
her  for  a  misdemeanor  in  attempt- 
ing to  commit  a  felony ;  since  httd 
she  aided  in  causing  her  hnshnnd's 
death,  she  would  have  been  guilty 
of  murder.  But  a  child*  uadcr  ten 
years  of  age*  who  is  the  subject  of 
the  felony  created  by  stat  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  31,  s.  I7»  does  not,  by  consent- 
ing, commit  any  crime  at  aU;  and, 
being  an  infant,  she  will  not  be 
guilty  of  misprision  of  felony,  if  she 
do  not  give  information  against  the 
offenders.  As  to  how  far  any  per- 
son may,  with  impunity,  compro- 
mise a  crime,  see  Keir  v.  Leemau, 
6  a  B.  319.  S.  C.  9  a  B.  371. 

It  is  often  important  to  distin- 
guish rightiy  between  an  assault 
and  a  battery.  See  PmrsOl  t. 
Ifom,  8  Ad.  &  £.  602;  1  Wm. 
Saund.,  14  a.,  note  (e),  6th  ed.  An 
assault  seems  to  be  any  sort  of 
personal  ill-usage,  short  of  a  bat- 
tery, done  to  another  against  his 
consent  Therefore  such  act  done 
with  consent  is  no  breach  of  the 
peace  or  crime.  A  battery  is  sim- 
ply a  beating,  or  some  act  which 
the  law  deems  equivalent.  It  is 
not  only  a  trespass,  but  a  breadi 
of  the  peace,  and,  though  done  with 
consent,  is,  primd  fatAt^  iO^gaL 
Therefore,  the  consent  ^  each 
party  in  a  prise  fight  does  not  le- 
galise the  battery,  though  it  nega- 
tives the  mere  assault  (Ifal/inv 
V.  OUerton,  Comb.  218.  **  Lioenee 
to  beat  me  is  void,  because  it  is 
against  the  peace."  See  Pleader's 
Guide,  205). 
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warranted  in  finding  the  prisoners  guilty  generally.       1848. 

But  it  has  been  solemnly  decided  that  if  the  girl      1^^^^^,^ 

assents,  the  act  is  not  an  assault.     The  case  is  not 

stated    satisfactorily;    we   are    asked    to    determine 

whether  this  g^rl  ^  *  actually  did  give  such  assent  as  to 

invalidate  the  conviction."     How  can  we  determine 

that  ?   It  was  one  of  the  questions  for  the  jury.  I  hope 

that  cases  will  be  better  stated  in  future.    The  Court 

are  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was 

^nrrong :  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  must  be  entered  on  the 

record. 


THE  QUEEN  v.  JOHN  HALL.  184S. 


T.  C.  Granger  J  Recorder  of  ffull^  submitted  for  ^1^'^^ 
^he  consideration  of  the  Judges  this  question  of  law,  wroDKfuiiy 
^laniely,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  fol-  thwn  forsaie 
lowing  case,  the  conviction  of  John  Hall  for  larceny  ^  ^- «« the 

J  .  ^.  "^    goods  of  an- 

^^vaS  a  good  conviction.  other,  be  is 

J^ohn  Hall  was  tried  at  the  January  sessions  for  the  {jJceJi*^ 
^K>rough  of  Hullj  1849,  on  an  indictment,  charging 
\iim  with  stealing  fat  and  tallow  the  property  of  John 
^  thin. 

John  Atkinj  the  prosecutor,  was  a  tallow  chandler, 

and  the  prisoner,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  offence,  was  a 

Bervant  in  his  employment.     On  the  morning  of  the 

Cth  December  last,  the  prosecutor,  in  consequence  of 

something  that  had  occurred  to  excite  his  suspicion, 

marked  a  quantity  of  butchers'  fat,  which  was  deposited 

in  a  room  immediately  above  the  candle  room  in  his 

warehouse.     In  the  latter  room  was  a  pair  of  scales 

used  in  weighing  the  fat  which  the  prosecutor  bought 
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1348.  for  the  purposes  of  his  trade.  At  noon  the  foreman 
jj^j^j^jg  and  the  prisoner  left  the  warehouse  to  go  to  dinner, 
Case.  when  the  fornjer  locked  the  doors  and  carried  the 
keys  to  the  prosecutor.  At  that  time  there  was  no  fat 
in  the  scales.  In  about  ten  minutes  the  prisoner  came 
back,  and  asked  for  the  keys  which  the  prosecutor  let 
him  have.  The  prosecutor  watched  him  into  the 
warehouse  and  saw  that  he  took  nothing  in  with  him. 
In  a  short  time  he  returned  the  keys  to  the  prosecutor 
and  went  away.  The  prosecutor  then  went  into  the 
candle  room,  and  found  that  all  the  fat  which  he  had 
marked  had  been  removed  from  the  upper  room,  and 
after  having  been  put  into  a  bag,  had  been  placed  in 
the  scales  in  the  candle  room.  The  prosecutor  then 
went  into  the  street  and  waited  until  a  man  of  the 
name  of  Wilson  came  up  who  was  shortly  followed  by 
the  prisoner.  The  latter  on  being  asked  where  the 
fat  came  from  that  was  in  the  scales,  said  it  belonged 
to  a  butcher  named  Robinson^  and  Wils(m  in  the 
prisoner's  presence  stated  that  he  had  come  to  weigh 
the  fat  which  he  had  brought  from  Mr.  Robinsan^s. 
The  prosecutor  told  Wilson  that  he  would  not  pay  him 
for  the  fat  until  he  had  seen  Mr.  Robinson,  and  left 
the  warehouse  for  that  purpose.  Wilson  immediately 
ran  away,  and  the  prisoner  after  offering  to  the  pro- 
secutor's wife  to  tell  all  about  it  if  he  was  forgiven, 
ran  ;away  too,  and  was  not  apprehended  until  some 
time  afterwards  at  some  distance  from  Hull. 

The  learned  Recorder  told  the  Jury,  that  if  they 
were  satisfied  that  the  prisoner  removed  the  fat  from 
the  upper  room  to  the  candle  room,  and  placed  it  in 
the  scales,  with  the  intention  of  selling  it  to  the 
prosecutor  as  fat  belonging  to  Mr.  Robinson^  and  with 
the  intention  of  appropriating  the  proceeds  to  his  own 
use,  the  offence  amounted  to  larceny. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty. 
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The  prisoner  was  not  sentenced,  having  entered       184«. 
into  a  recognizance  conditioned  to  appear  at  the  next     Hall's 
session  to  be  holden  for  the  said  borough  of  Hull  to       ^^•• 
receive  judgment. 

On  the  20th  January^  1849,  this  case  was  argued 
before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Parkb  B.,  Alderson  B., 
CoLTMAN  J.,  Coleridge  J. 

JDearsleyj  for  the  prisoner.  In  this  case,  though 
there  might  be  sufficient  proof  of  an  asportavitj  and  a 
lucri  catudy  there  was  no  intent  to  take  the  entire 
possession  so  as  wholly  to  deprive  the  owner  of  his 
property. 

Parke  B. — He  took  them  intending  to  deal  with 
them  as  his  own  ;  to  treat  them  as  the  property  of  the 
alleged  vendor.  The  intention  was  that  the  goods 
should  never  revert  to  the  owner  as  his  own  property 
except  by  sale.  They  were  therefore  severed  from 
the  owner  completely  unless  he  chose  to  buy  back 
what  was  in  truth  his  own  property. 

Coleridge  J. — In  whose  possession  did  he  mean  to 
represent  the  goods  to  be  at  the  time  when  he  offered 
them  for  sale  ? 

Alderson  B. — In  jR,  v.  HoUoway^  supra^  p.  370,  the 
prisoner  never  intended  to  treat  the  goods  as  the 
property  of  any  one  but  the  real  owner — here  it  is 
not  so. 

Dedrsley.  There  must  be  an  intent  so  to  deal  with 
the  property  that  the  owner  can  never  regain  it.  A 
mere  assertion  of  ownership  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  by  way  of  temporary  user  is  not  enough. 

Coleridge  J. — If  ^.  takes  a  horse  from  B,  wrong- 
fully, keeps  it  a  month,  disguises  it,  and  then  sells  it 
back  to  B.  as  a  new  horse,  is  that  larceny  ? 

Dearsley.     1  think  not. 

Alderson  B. — Then  if  a  man  stole  a  bank  note. 
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and  brought  it  to  the  owner  to  be  changed,  it  would 
be  no  larceny  ? 

Deardey.    No. 

Parke  B. — This  case  seems  to  differ  from  an 
ordinary  larceny  only  in  the  extraordinary  impudence 
with  which  it  was  committed. 

Lord  Denman. — ^The  only  question  attempted  to  be 
raised  here  is  as  to  the  anxmu»  furandi^  the  intent  to 
deprive  the  owner  of  his  property.  What  better  proof 
can  there  be  of  such  intent,  than  the  assertion  of  such 
a  right  of  ownership  by  the  prisoner  as  to  entitle  him 
to  sell  it. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred.  The  conviction 
was  affirmed. 


The  following  note  to  Whittaker^s  case  could  not  be 
inserted  in  p.  319,  mpray  as  the  Editor  did  not  find 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  Fletcher  till  after  the  number  had 
been  printed. 


The  case  of  Rat  v.  Fletcher, 
Strange's  Rep.  1166,  which  seems 
to  be  at  variance  with  the  above 
dedsioD,  was  Dot  brought  before 
the  notice  of  the  Court,  and  appears 
to  have  escaped  attention.  Per- 
haps the  citation  of  this  authority 
in  a  matter  so  important  as  the 
principle  of  construction  of  penal 
statutes  may  lead  to  the  re-con- 
sideration of  the  principal  case. 

The  case  is  thus  reported. 

*^  llie  defendant  was  indicted  on 
the  act  9  Geo.  2,  c.  35,  s.  10,  for 
being  armed  and  assisting  in  run- 
ning uncustomed  goods.  Upon 
trial  a  special  verdict  is  found, 
whereby  it  appeared  that  they  were 
above  three  in  company,  and  all 
the  others  had  fire-arms,  but  the 


defendant  had  only  a  common 
horsewhip.  And  upon  argument 
the  Court  strongly  inclined  that 
he  was  not  guilty;  for  ike  aet 
makes  it  a  material  dreumftanee  ta 
each  man*s  cafe,  and  thne  aete  are 
to  be  taken  Mtrietly.  They  did  not, 
however,  determine  it  upon  the 
first  argument,  but  gave  Mr.  At' 
tomeff  General  time  to  consider  of 
it,  who.  upon  conference  with  me, 
declined  to  argue  it,  and  the  pri- 
soner had  judgment  and  was  dia- 
charged." 

The  Stat  9  Geo.  2,  c.  35,  s.  10, 
is  as  follows :  ...  ^  be  it  en- 
acted, that  .  .  .  upon  infor- 
mation to  be  given  upon  oath,  be- 
fore any  one  or  more  of  bis  Ma- 
jesty's justices  of  the  peace,  in  any 
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eoonty,  city,  or  liberty  wbatsoever, 
that  amf  penons  to  the  mamber  qf 
three  or  more  are  or  have  been  .  • 
oieembledf  for  any  of  the  parposes 
aforesaid,  and  ore  or  have  been 
qfter  the  said  24th  day  of  June^ 
armed  with  fire-arms  or  other  of- 
fensive arms  or  weapons ;  such 
jastice  or  justices  of  the  peace 
shall  and  may  grant  his  or  their 
warrant  to  the  constables  .  .  . 
requiring  such  officer  .  •  .  ta 
take  to  his  .  •  •  assistance  as 
many  of  his  Majesty*s  subjects  as 
may  be  thought  necessary  for  the 
apprehending  all  and  every  person 
and  persons  against  whom  such 
information  shall  be  given  as  afore- 
said ;  and  such  justice  or  justices 
of  the  peace  shall  and  may  .  .  . 
commit  all  and  every  or  any  of  the 
said  person  or  persons  to  the  next 
county  gaol,  there  to  remain,  &c. 
•  .  .  and  att  and  every  iuch  person 
ana  persons  upon  aueproq/^  (ff  ms^  ner^ 
or  their  being  assembled  cmd  armed 
as  t/oresaidt  in  order  to  be  aiding 
and  asnsting  in  the  clandestine 
running,  landing,  rescuing^  or  car- 
rying away  prohibited  or  uncus- 
tomed goods,  and  upon  conviction 
of  and  for  such  offence  shall  be 
adjudged  guilty  of  felony,''  &c. 

The  Stat.  9  O0O.  4,  c.  69)  s.  9*  is 
as  follows— "Be  it  enacted,  that 
^f  any  personSfto  the  nnmber  qf  three 


or  more  together,  shaU  by  night  tm- 
lawfully  enter  or  be  in  any  land, 
whether  open  or  enclosed,  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  or  destroying 
game  or  rabbits,  any  qf  such  per- 
sons  being  armed,  &c.  •  .  each 
and  every  of  such  persons  shall  be 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  &c." 

Under  this  statute  it  has  been 
held,  that  a  constructive  arming  is 
sufficient ;  the  words  of  the  statute 
seem  to  have  expressly  provided 
that  it  should  be  so.  (Qooeydlow^s 
case,  1  Den.  C.  C.  82),  and  the 
ruling  of  Pattbson  J.  to  the  con- 
trary in  A.  V.  Davis,  8  C.  &  P.  759> 
was  overruled.  The  repealed  sta- 
tute 57  Geo,  3,  c.  90,  enacted,  that 
if  any  person  or  persons,  having  en^ 
tered  into  any  forest,  &c.,  with  the 
intent  illegally  to  destroy  game, 
&c.,  or  with  the  intent  to  aid,  &c., 
shall  be  found  at  night,  &c.,  armed 
with  any  gun,  &c.,  every  sudk  per* 
son  so  offending,  being  thereof  law- 
fully convicted,  shall  be  adjudged 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  &c. 
Under  this  statute  a  constructive 
omttn^  was  held  sufficient  (Smiih*s 
case,  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  363).  But  the 
constructive  arming  there  seems 
much  more  consistent  with  the 
words  of  the  statute  than  the 
constructive  entry  under  stat.  9 
Geo.  4,  c.  69f  s.  9. 


ERRATA  IN  PART  II. 


Page  217,  To  R.  v.  Brooks  and  Gib$on,  add  the  following  marginal  note; 
"  Offence  of  night  poaching  committed  by  -/i-  and  B.  on  4th  of 
Dee,  1845.  Information  and  warrant  for  their  apprehension,  19th  of 
Dec.  1845.  A,  committed  for  trial,  5th  of  Sept.  1846.  ^.  on  21  at 
of  Oct  ]d4&  Indictment  preferred,  5th  of  yIpHh  1847.  HeU, 
under  stat  9  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  s.  4,  that  the  proaecntion  was  commenced 
within  twelTC  calendar  months  after  the  commission  of  the  offence. " 

Page  276,  add  the  names  of  Lord  Denman  and  Wiloe.  C.  J.  to  the  list 
of  **  Judges  present." 


ERRATA  IN  PART  III. 


Page  315,  line  21,  for  **  manor'*  read  **  narrow.** 

Page  319,  for  a  note  to  Whittakere  case,  see  post,  p.  384. 

Page  320,  line  28,  for  '*  Queen  v.  Harky*'  read  <*  Queen  v.  Farley.' 
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{SUMMER  ASSIZES,  1848.) 


REGINA  V.  WILLIAM  THURBORN  (a).  1849. 


B  prisoner  was  tried  before  Parke  B.,  at  the  Sum-  if  ^4.  find  the 
r  assizes  for  Huntingdon,  1848,  for  stealing  a  bank  another?and 

^^  instantly  ap- 

je  found  the  note,  which  had  been  accidentally  animofn- 
pped  on  the  high  road.     There  was  no  nanae  or  ^"h'thein-" 
rk  on  it,  indicating  who  was  the  owner,  nor  were  tent  of 

, ,  1       /»     1 .  I  •   I     usurping  the 

re  any  circumstances  attending  the  nnding  which  entire  do- 

ald   enable   him   to   discover   to   whom  the   note  ^/bmVJder 

::>nged  when  he  picked  it  up ;   nor  had   he  any  such  circum- 

aon  to  believe  that  the  owner  knew  where  to  find  warrantajury 

gain.     The  prisoner  meant  to  appropriate  it  to  his  [jj^^^fj^^ 

:i  use,  when  he  picked  it  up.     The  day  after,  and  time  of  the 

3re  he  had  disposed  of  it,  he  was  informed  that  the  he^reSlv**^" 

believeothat 
c^wner  could  neither  find  the  chattel,  nor  be  found  himself,  such  appropriation  is  not 
iny.    The  mere  taking  up  a  chattel  to  look  at  it  is  not  an  appropriation  of  it. 


(a)  This  case  is  reported  elsewhere  by  mistake,  as  R.  v.  WilUam  Wood. 
VOL.  I.  E    E 
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1849.       prosecutor  was  the  owner,  and  had  dropped  it  acci- 

Thur-      dentally ;  he  then  changed  it,  and  appropriated  the 

born's      money  taken  to  his  own  use.     The  jury  found  that  he 

had  reason  to  believe,  and  did  believe  it  to  be  the 

prosecutor's   property,  before   he   thus  changed  the 

note. 

The  learned  Baron  directed  a  verdict  of  guilty, 
intimating  that  he  should  reserve  the  case  for  further 
consideration.  Upon  conferring  with  Maule  J.,  the 
learned  Barpn  was  of  opinion  that  the  original  taking 
was  not  felonious,  and  that  in  the  subsequent  disposal 
of  it,  there  was  no  taking^  and  he  therefore  declined  to 
pass  sentence,  and  ordered  the  prisoner  to  be  dis- 
charged, on  entering  into  his  own  recognizance  to 
appear  when  called  upon. 

On  the  30th  of  April,  a.  d.  1849,  the  following 
judgment  was  read  by  Parke  B. 

A  case  was  reserved  by  Parke  B.  at  the  last  Hunt- 
ingdon assizes.  It  was  not  argued  by  counsel,  but  the 
Judges  who  attended  the  sitting  of  the  Court  after 
Michaelmas  Term,  1848,  namely,  the  L.  C.  Baron, 
Patteson  J.,  Rolfe  B.,  Cresswell  J.,  Williams  J., 
CoLTMAN  J.,  and  Parke  B.,  gave  it  much  con- 
sideration on  account  of  its  importance,  and  the 
frequency  of  the  occurrence  of  cases  in  some  degree 
similar,  in  the  administration  of  the  criminal  law,  and 
the  somewhat  obscure  state  of  the  authorities  upon  it. 
[The  learned  Baron  here  stated  the  case]. 

In  order  to  constitute  the  crime  of  larceny,  there 
must  be  a  taking  of  the  chattel  of  another  animo 
furandi,  and  against  the  will  of  the  owner.  This  is 
not  the  full  definition  of  larceny,  but  so  much  only  of 
it  as  is  necessary  to  be  referred  to  for  the  present  pur- 
pose ;  by  the  term  animo  furandi  is  to  be  understood, 
the  intention  to  take,  not  a  particular  temporary,  but 
an  entire  dominion  over  the  chattel,  without  a  colour 
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of  right.     As  the  rule  of  law  fouDcled  on  justice  and       1848 


reason  is,  that  acttis  nonfadt  reum  nisi  mens  sit  rea^  Thur- 
the  guilt  of  the  accused  must  depend  on  the  circum-  "caec* 
stances  as  they  appear  to  him,  and  the  crime  of 
larceny  cannot  be  committed,  unless  the  goods  taken 
appear  to  have  an  owner,  and  the  party  taking  must 
know  or  believe  that  the  taking  is  against  the  will  of 
that  owner. 

In  the   earliest  times   it  was  held,  that  chattels, 

^hich  were  apparently  without  an  owner,  **  nullius  in 

'^^nis,"  could  not  be  the  subject  of  larceny.     Stam- 

J^^d^  one  of  the  oldest  authorities  on  criminal   law, 

^fao  was  a  Judge  in  the  reign  of  Philip  and  Mary^ 

^^y  8,   B.  1,  ch.  16,  '*  Treasure  trove,  wreck  of  the 

se^^  waif  or  stray,  taken  and  carried  away  is   not 

^^lony."     '^Quia  dominus  rerum  non  apparet,  ideo 

^ujus  sunt  incertum  est."     For  this  he  quotes  Fitz. 

Abr.  Coron.  p.  187,  265;  these  passages  are  taken 

from  22  Ass.  99  ;  22  Ed.  3,  and  mention  only  "trea- 

^^i*e  trove,"  *'  wreck,"  and   *'  waif,*'  and  Fitz.  says 

^he  punishment  for  taking  such,  is  not  the  loss  of  life 

^r     limb.     The  passage  in  3  Inst.  108,  goes  beyond 

^tiis;  Lord  Coke  mentions  three  circumstances  as  ma- 

^^i^al  in  larceny.     First,  the  taking  must  be  felonious, 

^^hich  he  explains ;  secondly,  it  must  be  an  actual 

^^Tcing,  which  he  also  explains ;  and  thirdly,  **  it  is 

^ot  by  trover  or  finding ;"  he  then  proceeds  as  fol- 

•-^ws:  **  If  one  lose  his  goods  and  another  find  them, 

Plough  he  convert  them  '  animo  furandi,'  to  his  own 

^86,  it  is  not  larceny,  for  the  first  taking  is  lawful. 

So  if  one  find  treasure  trove,  or  waif  or  stray,  (here 

wreck  is  omitted  and  stray  introduced),  and  convert 

them  ut  supra,  it  is  no  larceny,  both  in  respect  of  the 

finding,  and  that  ''Dominus  rerum  non  apparet."  The 

only  authority  given  is  that  before  mentioned,  22  Ass. 

99 ;  22  Ed.  3. 

£    £    2 


r 
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1849.  Now  treasure  trove  and  waif  seem  to  be  subject  to 

TavR'  ^  different  construction  from  goods  lost.  Treasure 
born's  trove  is  properly  money  supposed  to  have  been  hidden 
by  some  owner  since  deceased,  the  secret  of  the  deposit 
having  perished,  and  therefore  belongs  to  the  Crown ; 
as  to  waif,  the  original  owner  loses  his  right  to  the 
property  by  neglecting  to  pursue  the  thief.  The  very 
circumstances  under  which  these  are  assumed  to  have 
been  taken  and  converted,  shew  that  they  could  not 
be  taken  from  any  one,  there  being  no  owner.  Wreck 
and  stray,  are  not  exactly  on  the  same  footing  as 
treasure  trove  and  waif;  wreck  is  not  properly  so 
called,  if  the  real  owner  is  known,  and  it  is  not  for- 
feited until  after  a  year  and  a  day. 

The  word  "  estray"  is  used  in  the  books  in  different 
senses,  as  may  be  seen  in  Com.  Dig.  Waife,  F.,  where 
it  is  used  in  the  sense  of  cattle  forfeited  after  being  in 
a  manor  one  year  and  one  day  without  challenge, 
after  being  proclaimed,  where  the  property  vests  in 
the  Crown,  or  its  grantee  of  estrays ;  and  also  of  cattle 
straying  in  the  manor,  before  they  are  so  forfeited. 
Blackstone,  vol.  2,  561,  Stephens'  ed.,  defines  estrays 
to  be  **  such  valuable  animals  as  are  found  wan 
in  any  manor  or  lordship,  and  no  man  knoweth  th 
owner  of  them,  in  which  case  the  law  gives  them 
the  Sovereign." 

In  the  passage  in  Stamford  no  doubt  the  word  i^^  « 
used,  not  exclusively  in  the  former  sense,  but  gene— 
rally  as  to  all  stray  cattle,  not  seized  by  the  lord 
Now  treasure  trove  and  waif  properly  so  called,  ar^^  ^ 
clearly  "  bona  vacantia,  nullius  in  bonis,"  and  bu  -^^ 
for  the  prerogative  would  belong  to  the  first  finde  -^^^ 
absolutely. 

**  Cum  igitur   thesaurus  in   nullius   bonis  sit,  e^?*^ 
antiquitus  de  jure  naturali  esset  inventoris,  nunc  d    ^ 
jure  gentium  efficitur  ipsius  domini  regis."    Bractor^s 
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Coron.  L.  8,  c*  3,  p,  126.     Wreck  and  stray  in  the       1849. 
sense  we  ascribe  to  those  words  are  not  in  the  same      tuvr^ 
situation,  for  the  right  of  the  owner  is  not  forfeited      bobn'^ 
until  the  end  of  a  year  and  a  day,  but  Lord  Coke  in 
Constables  case,  5  Rep.  108  a,  treats  wreck  also  as 
**  nullius  in  bonis;"  and  estrays  ^'animalia  vagantia/' 
he  terms  "vacantia,"  because  none  claims  the  pro- 
perty.    Wreck  and  estray,  however,  before  seizure, 
closely  resemble  goods  lost,  of  which  the  owner  has 
not  the  actual  possession,  and  afford  an  analogy  to 
which    Lord    Coke    refers    in    the    passage    above 
cited. 

Whether  Lord  Coke  means,  what  the  language  at 
first  sight  imports,  that  under  no  circumstances  could 
the  taking  of  goods  really  lost  and  found,  be  guilty  of 
larceny,  is  not  clear ;  but  the  passage  is  a  complete 
and  satisfactory  authority,  that  a  person  who  finds 
goods  which  are  lost  may  convert  them  animo  furandi 
under  some  circumstances  so  as  not  to  be  guilty  of 
larceny.  The  two  reasons  assigned  by  him  are,  that 
the  person  taking  has  a  right  in  respect  of  the  finding, 
and  also  that  they  are  apparently  without  an  owner, 
**  dominus  rerum  non  apparet,"  an  owner,  "  or  "  the 
owner  does  not  appear. 

The  first  of  these  reasons  has  led  to  the  opinion  that 
the  real  meaning  of  Lord  Coke  was  not  that  every 
£nder  of  lost  goods,  who  takes  animo  furandi^  is  not 
guilty  of  felony,  but  that  if  one  finds,  and  innocently 
takes  possession  meaning  to  keep  for  the  real  owner, 
and  afterwards  changes  his  mind  and  converts  to  his 
own  use  he  is  not  a  felon,  on  the  principle  that  Lord 
Coke  had  previously  laid  down,  viz.,  that  ^^the  intent 
to  steal  must  be  when  the  thing  stolen  cometh  to  his 
possession,  for  if  he  hath  the  possession  of  it  once  law- 
fully, though  he  hath  animum  furandi  afterwards,  and 
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1849.  carryeth  it  away  afterwards,  it  is  no  larceny,"  and  Lord 
Yh^j^  Coke  also  cites  Glanville^  *'  Furtum  non  est  ubi  initium 
borm'b      babet  detentionis  per  dominium  rei." 

It  is  said  therefore  that  the  case  of  finding  is  an 
instance  of  this — beginning  with  lawful  title,  which 
consequently  cannot  become  a  felony  by  subsequent 
conversion  ;  but  if  it  be  originally  taken  not  for  the 
true  owner,  but  with  intent  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own 
use,  it  is  a  felony,  and  of  this  opinion  the  commis- 
sioners for  the  amendment  of  the  criminal  law  appear 
to  have  been,  as  stated  in  their  first  report. 

This  opinion  appears  to  us  not  to  be  well  founded, 
for  Lord  Coke  puts  the  case  of  lost  goods  on  the  same 
footing  as  waif  and  treasure  trove,  which  are  really 
bona  vacantia  goods  without  an  owner,  and  with  re- 
spect to  which  we  apprehend  that  a  person  would  not 
be  guilty  of  larceny,  though  he  took  originally  ammo 
Jurandi^  that  is  with  the  intent  not  to  take  a  partial  or 
temporary  possession,  but  to  usurp  the  entire  dominion 
over  them,  and  the  previous  observations  have  refer- 
ence to  cases  in  which  the  original  possession  of  the 
chattel  stolen  is  with  the  consent  of  or  by  contract 
with  the  ownpr.  But  any  doubt  on  this  question  is 
removed  by  what  is  said  by  Lord  Halcj  1  P.  C,  506. 
"  If  ^.  find  the  purse  o{  B.  in  the  highway  and  take 
and  carry  it  away,  and  hath  all  the  circumstances 
that  may  prove  it  to  be  done  animo  furandij  as  deny- 
ing or  secreting  it,  yet  it  is  not  felony.  The  like  in 
case  of  taking  of  a  wreck  or  treasure  trove,"  (citing 
22  Ass.  99),  '•  or  a  waif  or  stray."  Lord  Hale  clearly 
considers  that  if  lost  goods  are  taken  originally  animo 
furandij  in  the  sense  above  mentioned,  the  taker 
is  not  a  felon  ;  and  when  it  is  considered  that  by  the 
common  law,  larceny  to  the  value  of  above  twelve 
pence  was  {punishable  by  death,  and  that  the  quality 
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of  the  act  in  taking  animo  furandi  goods  from  the  1840. 
possession  of  the  owner,  differs  greatly  from  that  of  ^hur- 
taking  them  when  no  longer  in  his  possession,  and  born's 
gtuisi  derelict^  in  its  injurious  effect  on  the  interests  of 
society  (the  true  ground  for  the  punishment  of 
crimes),  it  is  not  surprising  that  such  a  rule  should  be 
established,  and  it  is  founded  in  strict  justice;  for  the 
cases  of  abstraction  of  lost  property  being  of  rare 
occurrence,  when  compared  with  the  frequent  viola- 
tions of  property  in  the  possession  of  an  owner,  there 
was  no  need  of  so  severe  a  sanative,  and  the  civil 
remedy  might  be  deemed  amply  sufficient.  Hawkins^ 
B,  1,  ch.  19,  s.  3,  Garwood's  ed.,  says,  "  our  law, 
which  punishes  all  theft  with  death,  if  the  thing  stolen 
be  above  the  value  of  twelve  pence,  and  with  corporal 
punishment  if  under,  rather  chooses  to  deal  with  them, 
(e.^.,  cases  of  finding,  and  of  appropriating  by  bailees,) 
as  civil  than  criminal  offences,  perhaps  for  this  reason, 
in  the  case  of  goods  lost,  because  the  party  is  not  much 
aggrieved  where  nothing  is  taken,  but  what  he  had 
lost  before."  It  cannot  indeed  be  doubted  that  if  at 
this  day  the  punishment  of  death  was  assigned  to 
larceny  and  usually  carried  into  effect,  the  appropria- 
tion of  lost  goods  would  never  have  been  held  to 
constitute  that  offence,  and  it  is  certain  that  the  altera- 
tion of  punishment  cannot  alter  the  definition  of  the 
offence.  To  prevent,  however,  the  taking  of  goods 
from  being  larceny,  it  is  essential  that  they  should  be 
presumably  lost^  that  is  that  they  should  be  taken  in 
such  a  place  and  under  such  circumstances,  as  that 
the  owner  would  be  reasonably  presumed  by  the  taker, 
to  have  abandoned  them,  or  at  least  not  to  know 
where  to  find  them.  Therefore  if  a  horse  is  found 
feeding  on  an  open  common  or  on  the  side  of  a  public 
road,  or  a  watch  found  apparently  hidden  in  a  hay 
stack,  the  taking  of  these  would  be  larceny,  because 
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1840.       the  taker  had  no  right  to  presume  that  the  owner  did 
Thur-      "ot  know  where  to  find  them  ;  and  consequentlj'  had 
no  right  to  treat  them  as  lost  goods.     In  the  present 
case  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  bank  note  was  lost,  the 
owner  did  not  know  where  to  find  it,  the  prisoner 
reasonably  believed  it  to  be  lost,  he  had  no  reason  to 
know  to  whom  it  belonged,  and  therefore  though  he 
took  it  with  the  intent  not  of  taking  a  partial  or 
temporary,  but  the  entire  dominion  over  it,  the  act  of 
taking  did  not,  in  our  opinion  constitute  the  crime  of 
larceny.     Whether  the  subsequent  appropriation  of  it 
to  his  own  use  by  changing  it,  with  the  knowledge  at 
that  time  that  it  belonged  to  the  prosecutor,   does 
amount  to  that  crime,  will  be  afterwards  considered. 
It  appears,  however,  that  goods  which  do  fall  within 
the  category  of  lost  goods,  and  which  the  taker  justly 
believes  to  have  been  lost,  may  be  taken  and  converted 
so  as  to  constitute  the  crime  of  larceny,  when  the  party 
finding  may  be  presumed  to  know  the  owner  of  them, 
or  tliere  is  any  mark  upon  them,  presumably  known 
by   him,   by   which   the   owner  can   be  ascertained. 
Whether  this  is  a  qualification  introduced  in  modem 
times  or  which  always  existed,  we  need  not  determine. 
It  may  have  proceeded  on  the  construction   of  the 
reason  of  the  old  rule,  *^  Quia  Dominus  rerum  non 
apparet  ideo  cujus  sunt  incertum  est,"  and  the  rule 
is  held   not  to  apply  when  it  is  certain  who  is  the 
owner;  but  the  authorities  are  many  and  we  believe 
this  quah'fication  has  been  generally  adopted  in  prac- 
tice,  and   we   must  therefore  consider  it  to  be   the 
establislied  law.     There  are  many  reported  cases  on 
this  subject.     Some   where  the  owner  of  the  goods 
may  be  presumed  to  be  known,  from  the  circumstances 
under  whicli  they  arc  found  ;  amongst  these  are  men- 
tioned the  cases  of  articles  left  in  hackney  coaches  by 
passengers,  which  the  coachman  appropriates  to  his 
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own  use,  or  a  pocket  book,  found  in  a  coat  sent  to  a  1849, 
tailor  to  be  repaired,  and  abstracted  and  opened  by  thur- 
him.  In  these  cases  the  appropriation  has  been  held  ^ci^ 
to  be  larceny.  Perhaps  these  cases  might  be  classed 
amongst  those  in  which  the  taker  is  not  justified  in 
concluding  that  the  goods  were  lost,  because  there  is 
little  doubt  he  must  have  believed  that  the  owner 
would  know  where  to  find  them  again,  and  he  had 
no  pretence  to  consider  them  abandoned  or  derelict. 
Some  cases  appear  to  have  been  decided,  on  the  ground 
of  bailment  determined  by  breaking  bulk,  which  would 
constitute  a  trespass,  as  Wj/nne^s  case.  Leach.  C.  C. 
p.  460,  but  it  seems  difficult  to  apply  that  doctrine 
which  belongs  to  bailment,  where  a  special  property 
is  acquired  by  contract,  to  any  case  of  goods  merely 
lost  and  found,  where  a  special  property  is  acquired 
by  finding. 

The  appropriation  of  goods  by  the  finder  has  also 
been  held  to  be  larceny  where  the  owner  could  be 
found  out  by  some  mark  on  them,  as  in  the  case  of 
lost  notes,  checks,  or  bills,  with  the  owner's  name  upon 
them. 

This  subject  was  considered  in  the  case  of  Merry  v. 
Green,  7  M.  &  W.  623,  in  which  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  acted  upon  the  authority  of  these  decisions ; 
and  in  the  argument  in  that  case  difficulties  were 
suggested,  whether  the  crime  of  larceny  could  be 
committed  in  the  case  of  a  marked  article,  a  check 
for  instance,  with  the  name  of  the  owner  on  it,  where 
a  person  originally  took  it  up,  intending  to  look  at  it, 
and  see  who  was  the  owner,  and  then  as  soon  as  he 
knew  whose  it  was,  took  it,  animo  furandi;  as  in 
order  to  constitute  a  larceny,  the  taking  must  be  a 
trespass,  and  it  was  asked  when  in  such  a  case  the 
trespass  was  committed  ?     In  answer  to  that  inquiry 
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1849.       the  dictum  attributed  to  me  in  the  Report  was  used  ; 
■"^;  that  in  such  a  case  the  trespass  must  be  taken  to  have 

born'8  been  committed,  not  when  he  took  it  up  to  look  at  it, 
and  see  whose  it  was,  but  afterwards,  when  he  appro- 
priated it  to  his  own  use,  animo  furandi. 

It  is  quite  a  mistake  to  suppose,  as  Mr.  Grreaves 
has  done  (vol.  2,  c.  14),  that  I  meant  to  lay  down  the 
proposition  in  the  general  terms  contained  in  the 
extract  from  the  Report  of  the  case  in  7  M.  &  W., 
which  taken  alone,  seems  to  be  applicable  to  every 
case  of  finding  unmarked,  as  well  as  marked  property. 
It  was  meant  to  apply  to  the  latter  only. 

The  result  of  these  authorities  is,  that  the  rule  a 
law  on  this  subject  seems  to  be,  that  if  a  man  find 
goods  that  have  been  actually  lost,  or  are  reasonably 
supposed  by  him  to  have  been  lost,  and  appropriates 
them,  with  intent  to  take  the  entire  dominion  over 
them,  really  believing  when  he  takes  them,  that  the 
owner  cannot  be  found,  it  is  not  larceny.  But  if  he 
takes  them  with  the  like  intent,  though  lost,  or  rea- 
sonably supposed  to  be  lost,  but  reasonably  believing^^g 
that  the  owner  can  be  found,  it  is  larceny. 

In  applying  this  rule,  as  indeed  in  the  application^^ci 
of  all  fixed  rules,  questions  of  some  nicety  may  arise,^  i 
but  it  will  generally  be  ascertained  whether  tb 
person  accused  had  reasonable  belief  that  the  owne 
could  be  found,  by  evidence  of  his  previous  acquaint 
ance  with  the  ownership  of  the  particular  chattel,  tb 
place  where  it  is  found,  or  the  nature  of  the  marka^^^ 
upon  it.  In  some  cases  it  would  be  apparent,  in  others^^^ 
appear  only  after  examination. 

It   would    probably    be   presumed   that  the 
would  examine  the  chattel  as  an  honest  man  ought 
do,  at  the  time  of  taking  it,  and  if  he  did  not  restore^^^ 
it  to  the  owner,  the  jury  might  conclude  that  he  took  -^ 
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when  he  took  complete  possession   of  it,   animo        1840. 
randi.     The  mere  taking  it  up  to  look  at  it,  would      thub- 
)t  be  a  taking  possession  of  the  chattel. 
To  apply  these  rules  to  the  present  case ;  the  first 
king  did  not  amount  to  larceny,  because  the  note 
IS  really  lost,  and  there  was  no  mark  on  it  or  other 
rcumstance  to  indicate  then  who  was  the  owner,  or 
at  he  might  be  found,  nor  any  evidence  to  rebut 
e  presumption  that  would  arise  from  the  finding  of 
e  note  as  proved,  that  he  believed  the  owner  could 
>t  be  found,  and  therefore  the  original  taking  was 
>t  felonious ;  and  if  the  prisoner  had  changed  the 
)te  or  otherwise  disposed  of  it,  before  notice  of  the 
;le  of  the  real  owner,  he  clearly  would  not  have 
^en  punishable ;  but  after  the  prisoner  was  in  posses- 
>n  of  the  note,  the  owner  became  known  to  him,  ^ 
id  he  then  appropriated  it,  animo  furandi^  and  the 
nut  to  be  decided  is  whether  that  was  a  felony. 

Upon  this  question  we  have  felt  considerable  doubt. 

If  he  had  taken  the  chattel  innocently,  and  after- 
ards  appropriated  it  without  knowledge  of  the 
vnership,  it  would  not  have  been  larceny,  nor  would 
,  we  think,  if  he  had  done  so,  knowing  who  was  the 
vner,  for  he  had  the  lawful  possession  in  both  cases, 
id  the  conversion  would  not  have  been  a  trespass  in 
then  But  here  the  original  taking  was  not  innocent 
1  one  sense,  and  the  question  is,  does  that  make  a 
ifference  ?  We  think  not,  it  was  dispunishable  as 
e  have  already  decided,  and  though  the  possession 
as  accompanied  by  a  dishonest  intent,  it  was  still  a 
twful  possession  and  good  against  all  but  the  real 
wner,  and  the  subsequent  conversion  was  not  there- 
)ve  a  trespass  in  this  case  more  than  the  others,  and 
jnsequently  no  larceny. 

We  therefore  think  that  the  conviction  was  wrong. 
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184S.  THE  QUEEN  v.  MARTIN. 


A.,  B.  and  c.  Thb  prisoner,  John  Martin,  was  tried  with  two  other 

for  stealing  prisoners  named  George  Eades  and  Charles  JEades,  at 

DmetMr  ^^®  Dorset  Epiphany  sessions,  1849,  upon  an  indict- 

The  indict-  uient  for  sheep  stealing,   with  counts  for  receiving, 

counV7,ai8o  &c*     The  two  Eades  were  found  guilty  upon  the  fifth 

charged  C.  count  of  the  indictment,  for  stealing,  and  sentenced 

as  for  a  sub-  . 

atantive  each  to  Seven  years  transportation. 
rewmnMhe       The   prisoner   Martin   was    found   guilty   on   the 

aheep  in  seventh  count  for  receiving  ;  the  property  being  laid 

shire,  with-  as  received  at  Trent,  in  the  county  of  Somerset.    The 

anyone^M^  counsel  for  the  prisoner  in  moving  in  arrest  of  judg- 

^  t^ief.  ment,  contended  (inter  alia),  that  the  count  on  which 

mentwas  the  prisoner' was  convicted  was  bad   upon  its  face, 

Mid  tri^d  in  Inasmuch  as  in  its  eflFect,  it  was  nothing  more  than  a 

Dorsetshire,  charge  of  a  Substantive  felony — having  no  reference 

C.  was  found  i..tt  i  i  i- 

guilty  on  the  to  the  principals  by  whom  the  property  was  stolen  in 

onV^"°'       the  county  of  Dorset,  so  as  to  sustain  the  count  for 

HcW,  that      receiving  in  Somerset,  uAder  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 

was  bad,  as     c.  29,  s.  56,    and  that  the  receiving  being  so  laid 

iurlsdiSion     Substantively,    and    as    having    taken   place    in   the 

in  Dorset-      county   of  Somerset,    the   Court    was  ousted  of  its 

Counsel  will  jurisdiction.      The   Court  overruled    the   objections, 

theCrot^'^'    considering  the  defect  to  be  cured  by  statute  11  &  12 

though  no      Vict.  Cap.  46,  s.  2,  and  sentenced  the  prisoner  to  seven 

peare  for^the  years  transportation,  but  respited  the  execution,  and 

prisoner.        reserved  the  case  for   the  opinion  of  her  Majes^'s 

Judges.      The   following  objections  were   taken   by 

Mr.  Stock  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner.  That  the  seventh 

count  was  bad. 

1st.  For  total  want  of  venue. 
2nd.  Or  for  wrong  venue. 
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3rd.  Or  for  venue  so  deficient  and  imperfect  as  not 
to  be  cured  by  statute. 

4th.  That  the  defect  was  not  to  be  cured  by 
reference  to  the  venue  in  the  margin. 

5th.  Or  by  reference  to  any  other  venue  in  the 
indictment. 

6th.  Or  by  the  parenthesis  in  such  seventh  count. 

7th.  That  the  property  was  insufficiently  laid,  and 
described  in  such  seventh  count. 

8th.  That  such  insufficient  description  was  not 
cured  by  the  parenthesis  aforesaid. 

9th.  That  it  in  no  way  appeared  in  the  said  seventh 
count,  that  the  property  the  prisoner  was  charged 
with  receiving  was  stolen  in  the  county  o{  Dorset ^  so 
as  to  give  the  Court  jurisdiction. 

10th.  And  generally — that  as  such  seventh  count 
was  a  distinct  and  separate  charge  of  substantive 
felony  in  its  terms,  of  which  the  prisoner  {Martin) 
might  be  convicted,  although  an  acquittal  of  the 
principals  had  taken  place,  it  might  be  taken  per  se, 
as  if  it  had  constituted  the  whole  indictment,  and  if 
bad  could  not  be  cured  aliunde  (a). 


1849. 

Martin's 

Case. 


(a)  Copy  qf  Indictment. 

Dorsetshire^  \  The  jurors  for  our 
to  wit  J  sovereign  Lady  the 
Queen,  upon  their  oath  present, 
that  John  Martin,  late  of  the  parish 
of  Trent,  in  the  county  of  Somerset, 
lahonrer,  George  Eades,  late  of  the 
same  parish,  labourer,  and  Charles 
Eades,  late  of  the  same  parish, 
labourer,  on  the  eighteenth  day  of 
December,  in  the  twelfth  year  of 
the  reign  of  our  sovereign  Lady 
Victoria^  by  the  grace  of  God  of 
the  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland,  Queen,  De- 
fender of  the  Faith,  with  force  and 
arms,  at  the  parish  of  Sherborne,  in 


the  county  of  Dorset^  one  wether 
sheep,  of  the  price  of  twenty 
shillings,  of  the  cattle,  goods  and 
chattels  of  one  Henry  Ensor,  then 
and  there  being  found,  feloniously 
did  steal,  take  and  drive  away 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 
2nd  Count.  And  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  further  present,  that  the 
said  John  Martin,  George  Eades 
and  Charles  Eades,  on  the  said 
eighteenth  day  of  December,  in  the 
twelfth  year  of  the  reign  aforesaid, 
with  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish 
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This  case  was  argued  on  30th  April,  1849,  before 
Wilde  C.  J.,  AldersonB.,  Rolfe  B.,  Wightman  J., 
Cresswell  J.,  Platt  B. 


of  Sherborne  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  of  Dorset  aforesaid,  one 
wether  sheep,  of  the  price  of  twenty 
shillings,  of  the  cattle,  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  said  Henry  Ensor, 
then  and  there  being  found,  then 
and  there  wilfully  and  feloniously 
did  kill,  with  a  felonious  intent  to 
steal,  take  and  carry  away  the  car- 
cass of  the  said  sheep,  against  the 
form  of  the  statutes  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  and  against  the 
peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen, 
her  crown  and  dignity. 

3rd  Count.  And  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  further  present,  that  the 
said  John  Martin,  George  Eades 
and  Charles  Eades,  on  the  said 
eighteenth  day  of  December,  in 
the  twelfth  year  of  the  reign  afore- 
said, with  force  and  arms,  at  the 
parish  of  Sherborne  aforesaid,  in 
the  county  of  Dorset  aforesaid, 
one  wether  sheep,  of  the  price  of 
twenty  shillings,  of  the  cattle, 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  said 
Henry  Ensor,  before  then  felo- 
niously stolen,  taken  and  carried 
away,  feloniously  did  receive  and 
have,  they  the  said  John  Martin, 
George  Eades  and  Charles  Eades, 
then  and  there  well  knowing  the 
said  cattle,  goods  and  chattels  last 
aforesaid  to  have  been  feloniously 
stolen,  taken  and  carried  away, 
against  the  form  of  the  statutes  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

4th  Count.  And  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  further  present,  that  the 
said  John  Martin,  George  Eades 
and   Charles  Eades,  on  the  said 


eighteenth  day  of  December,  in 
the  twelfth  year  of  the  reign  afore- 
said, with  force  and  arms,  at  the 
parish  of  Sherborne  aforesaid,  in 
the  county  of  Dorset  aforesaid, 
the  carcass  of  a  certain  sheep,  of 
the  value  of  twenty  shiilings,  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said 
Henry  Ensor,  before  then  felo- 
niously stolen,  taken  and  carried 
away,  feloniously  did  receive  and 
have,  they  the  said  John  Martin, 
George  Eades  and  Charles  Eades, 
then  and  there  well  knowing  the 
carcass  of  the  said  sheep  last 
aforesaid  to  have  been  felonioasly 
stolen,  taken  and  carried  away, 
against  the  form  of  the  statutes 
in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
and  against  the  peace  of  our  said 
Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  aad 
dignity. 

5th  Count.  And  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  further  present,  that  the 
said  George  Eades  and  Charles 
.  Eades,  on  the  said  eighteenth  day 
of  December,  in  the  twelfth  year 
of  the  reign  aforesaid,  with  force 
and  arms,  at  the  parish  of  Sher^ 
borne  aforesaid,  in  the  county  of 
Dorset  aforesaid,  one  wether  sheep, 
of  the  price  of  twenty  shillings, 
of  the  cattle,  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  said  Henry  Ensor,  then  and 
there  being  found,  feloniously  did 
steal,  take  and  drive  away,  against 
the  form  of  the  statute  in  soch 
case  made  and  provided,  and 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 
6th  Count.  And  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore* 
said,  do  further  present;  that  the 
said    George   Eades  and    Charles 
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oks  for  the  Crown. 

counsel  appearing  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner, 
tion  arose  whether  counsel  should  be  heard  for 
own  :  the  Court  decided  in  the  affirmative), 
lust  be  admitted  that  the  words  of  reference  in 
b  count,  viz.,  ^^  being  the  same  property  as  is 
>ned  in  the  5th  count  of  this  indictment,"  do 
corporate  the  whole  of  the  5th  count  in  the 
0  as  to  remedy  the  alleged  defect.  (Water's 
upra,  p.  356,  360 ;  and  JR.  v.  Martin,  9  C.  & 
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II  the  said  eighteenth  day 
11^,  in  the  twelfth  year 
sign  aforesaid,  with  force 
M,  at  the  parish  of  Sher- 
aresaid,  in  the  county  of 
foresaid,  one  wether  sheep 
ralne  of  twenty  shillings, 
attle,  goods  and  chattels 
id  Henry  Ensor^  then  and 
ng  found,  then  and  there 
and  feloniously  did  kill, 
felonious  intent  to  steal, 
I  carry  away  the  carcass 
id  sheep,  against  the  form 
atutes  in  such  case  made 
vided,  and  against  the 
our  said  Lady  the  Queen, 
n  and  dignity. 
ISount.  And  the  jurors 
,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
further  present,  that  the 
b»  Martin,  on  the  said 
\h.  day  of  December,  in  the 
ear  of  the  reign  aforesaid, 
;e  and  arms,  at  the  parish 
in  the  county  of  Somerset^ 
ler  sheep  of  the  price  of 
hillings,  (being  the  same 
as  is  mentioned  in  the 
nt  of  this  indictment),  of 
le,  goods  and  chattels  of 
Henry  Ensor^  before  then 
ily  stolen,  taken  and  car- 
y,  feloniously  did  receive 
I,  he  the  said  John  Martin, 


then  and  there  well  knowing  the 
said  cattle,  goods  and  chattels  last 
aforesaid  to  have  been  feloniously 
stolen,  taken  and  carried  away, 
against  the  form  of  the  statutes 
in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
and  against  the  peace  of  our  said 
Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and 
dignity. 

8th  Count.  And  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  further  present,  that  the 
said  John  Martin,  on  the  said 
eighteenth  day  of  December^  in  the 
twelfth  year  of  the  reign  aforesaid, 
with  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish 
of  Trent,  in  the  county  of  Somerset 
aforesaid,  the  carcass  of  a  certain 
sheep,  of  the  value  of  twenty 
shillings,  (being  the  same  property 
as  is  mentioned  in  the  sixth  count 
of  this  indictment),  of  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  the  said  Henry 
Ensor,  before  then  feloniously 
stolen,  taken  and  carried  away, 
feloniously  did  receive  and  have, 
he  the  said  John  Martin,  then  and 
there  well  knowing  the  carcass  of 
the  said  sheep  last  aforesaid  to 
have  been  feloniously  stolen,  taken 
and  carried  away,  against  the 
form  of  the  statutes  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  and  against 
the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 
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184S.      P-   217,  there  cited).     But  the  stat.  11  &  12  VicL 

^artim'b    ^'  ^^»  ^"  ^»  ^»  ^^®  altered  the  law  materially  in  cases 
Caw.       of  this  sort. 

Wilde  C.  J. — You  must  find  jurisdiction  in  the 
county  of  Dorset  either  at  common  law  or  by  statute. 
The  act  of  receiving  is  not  stated  to  be  in  Dorsetshire, 
but  in  Somersetshire,  therefore  there  is  no  jurisdiction 
at  common  law.  Nor  is  the  prisoner  alleged  to  have 
had  the  property  in  his  possession  in  Dorsetshire^ 
therefore  there  is  no  jurisdiction  under  stat.  7  &  8^^  8 
Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  56. 

Ffooks.  He  may  under  that  section  be  tried  in  anw^  y 
county,  &c.,  where  the  party  guilty  of  the  principaF  ^bI 
felony  may  be  tried ;  the  latter  may  be  tried  in  an 
county  in  which  he  has  the  goods. 

Cresswell  J. — Who  is  said  to  be  the   principa 
felon  in  the  7th  count  ?     There  are  no  words  to 
to  whom  this  man  is  accessary. 

RoLFE  B For  all  that  appears  on  the  count  th^  ^6 

stealing   and    receiving   might    both   have   been   iinK^   o 
Somersetshire. 

[Statute  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  82,  s.  1,  respecting  the  triak  -K'ls 
of  offenders  in  detached  parts  of  counties;  Loader  ^'^  ''^ 
case,  2  Greaves 's  Russell,  122 ;  Jam^s  case,  7  C.  &2!S& 
P.  553  ;  Frasers  case,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  407 ;  O'Connor'.  "^-'« 
case,  5  Q.  B.  16,  23,  34  ;  R.  v.  Mitchell,  2  Q.  B.  636  - ; 
Stat.  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  24,  and  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64  ^=^> 
s.  20,  were  referred  to]. 

Wilde  C.  J. — This  case  seems  quite  free  frona^^oi 
doubt.  The  7th  count  cannot  be  supported.  It  ough'  ^^^ 
to  shew  jurisdiction  on  its  face:  it  does  the  reverse ^^^* 
It  sets  out  facts  relating  exclusively  to  Somersetshire^  ^^i 
and  the  indictment  is  found  in  Dorsetshire,  by  8^  ^ 
grand  jury  of  that  county.  We  have  to  decide  on 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and  can  only  look 
the  record.     The   argument   was   founded   on   fact^^ 
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which  perhaps  might  have  been  put  on  the  record,       184d. 

but  were  not.  Martin's 

There  is  no  statute  which  remedies  the  defect ;  nor        Case, 
are  the  cases  applicable. 

In  R.  V.  James^  7  C.  &  P.  553,  the  prisoner  was 
indicted  for  forgery.  The  offence  was  laid  in  the 
city  of  Gloucester^  which  is  a  county  of  itself;  the 
indictment  was  found  by  a  grand  jury  of  that  place, 
aud  the  prisoner  was  in  custody  there.  It  was  ob- 
jected at  the  trial  that  there  was  no  proof  of  the 
prisoner  having  committed  any  offence  in  the  city  of 
Gloucester.  But  it  was  holden  by  Patteson  J.  that 
as  by  Stat.  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  24,  the  offence  might  be 
laid  to  have  been  committed  in  the  county  where  the 
prisoner  was  in  custody,  and  dealt  with  as  though  it 
had  been  actually  committed  there,  the  indictment 
need  not  contain  an  averment  that  the  prisoner  was  in 
custody  there.  In  R.  v.  Fraser,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  407  ; 
S.  C.  cited  in  R.  v.  James^  7  C.  &  P.  555,  and  com- 
mented on  by  Patteson  J.  The  prisoner  was  indicted 
for  bigamy ;  the  indictment  stated  that  the  second 
marriage  took  place  in  Surrey^  and  then  continued, 
**  and  the  persons  aforesaid,  on  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  say  that  J.  T.  F.  was  apprehended  on  the  day 

of  at  .''     The  indictment  was  found 

at  the  Old  Bailey  sessions,  in  Middlesex.  The  Judges 
on  a  case  reserved  held  that  as  (he  offence  appeared 
on  the  face  of  the  indictment  to  have  been  committed 
out  of  the  jurisdiction,  it  was  necessary  to  allege  the 
fact  of  the  custody  within  the  jurisdiction  in  order  to 
remedy  the  defect.  There  would  otherwise  have  been 
error  on  the  record.  In  this  case  there  is  apparent 
error  on  the  record,  and  nothing  to  render  that  error 
inoperative. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

VOL.   I.  F    F 
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1849. 


THE  QUEEN  v.  THOMAS  ILLIDGE. 


company, 
that  if  A. 
wishes  to 
enable  a 
third  person 
to  taste  the 


The  London  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Cre^ 
JLnthS""  WELL,  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  in  Fehruar-w^, 
wine  in  their  1849,  on  an  indictment  which  charged  him  witli 
longing  to  i4.  feloniously  uttering  a  forged  warrant  for  delivery  cjf 
of  the  dock     g^^ds,  to  wit,  wine ;  well  knowing  the  same  to    t^^ 

forged,  with  intent  to  defraud  the  London  Dock  Coi 
pany.     Other  counts  described  the  instrument  as 
order  and  as  a  request.     There  were  other  counts   i » 
the  indictment  similar  in  form,  but  charging  an  inten.- 
sig^and^give  tion  to  defraud  Samuel  Vincent  and  another, 
to  such  per-        j^.  ^^g   proved   that  the  prisoner  on  the   9th    of 

son  an  order  r  r 

addressed  to  January  went  to  the  London  Docks,  and  presented  tAi 
of^^tlm-  a  clerk  in  the  service  of  the  company,  in  the  Crescei^t 
pany.  which,   yault  wine  department,  a  document  called  a  tastit^fi 

when  coun-  /•     t  .   T    i 

tersigned  bv    order,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy. 

the  clerk  of      ^  q  >i  o 

t^tuSIr.      1  To  the  Cooper,         Vault,  London  Docks,  184=    • 

wise,  is  to  be  . 

Permit  Self  and  Company  to  taste  wines. 

Ckidiz. 


a  sufficient 
authority  to 
the  cooper. 
The  prisoner 
forged  a 
tasting  order 
in  the  name 
of  A.t  and 
presented  it 
to  the  cooper: 
it  had  not 
the  signature 
of  the  clerk 
of  the  com- 
pany. 

Held,  1.  That 
this  instru- 
ment was  an 
order. 
2.  lliat  it 
was  an  order 
for  the  de- 


Ex  Traveller,     Capt.  Austin 
Entered  by  Williams^ 


@ 


May  /as. 


Mark. 

No. 

D    a 

o  p. 

112/ 
114 

Butts 


Vincent  Sf  Pugh 


Casks  No 
Ditto 


Tasted 

Sampled  Ditto        Shewn  by 

The  course  of  business  at  the  London  Docks  with 
reference  to  such  orders  is,  that  the  merchant  who  has 

livery  of  goods  within  stat.  11  Qto.  4  and  1  Wm,  4,  c.  66,  8.  10. 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  405 

^ine  in  the  vaults,  and  wishes  to  enable  a  party  to  1849. 
;aste  it,  gives  an  order  in  the  form  set  out.  It  is  i^lidob's 
hen  taken  to  the  clerk  before  mentioned,  and  he  Case, 
vrites  his  name  across  it,  and  when  it  has  been  so 
igned  by  him,  but  not  otherwise,  the  coopers  of  the 
company  are  authorized  to  act  upon  it,  and  allow  the 
)arty  presenting  it  to  taste  the  wines  described  in  it. 
The  instrument  in  question  was  presented  to  the  clerk 
br  his  signature,  but  he,  suspecting  it  was  not  genuine, 
*efused  to  sign  it,  and  said  he  must  first  send  to 
Vincent  and  Pugh.  The  prisoner  said  he  would 
'eturn  in  half  an  hour,  and  went  away,  but  did  not 
•eturn.  It  was  proved  that  the  signature,  Vincent 
ind  Pugh^  was  a  forgery,  and  that  the  prisoner  knew 
t  to  be  so.  For  the  prisoner  it  was  objected  that  a 
lasting  order  could  not  be  considered  an  order  for  the 
ielivery  of  goods ;  and  secondly,  that  this  never  was  a 
3erfect  order,  nor  was  uttered  as  such,  but  was  handed 
;o  the  clerk  for  his  signature,  in  order  that  it  might 
become  an  available  tasting  order. 

The  learned  Judge  thought  it  right  to  reserve  these 
points  for  further  consideration,  and  on  the  jury 
finding  the  prisoner  guilty,  ordered  him  to  be  dis- 
charged on  his  own  recognizance  to  appear  and 
receive  judgment  when  called  upon  so  to  do. 

This  case  was  argued  on  30th  Aprils  1849,  before 
Wilde  C.  J.,  Alderson  B.,  Wiohtman  J.,  Rolfe  B., 
Cresswell  J.,  Platt  B. 

Huddleston^  for  the  prisoner. 

First.  This  is  not  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  goods 
within  the  stat.  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  10  (a). 

(a)  Sect.  10, ''  Be  it  enacted  that  roll  or  copy  of  any  court  roll  re- 

if  any  person  shall  forge  or  alter,  lating  to  any  copyhold  or  custo- 

or  shall  offer,  utter,  dispose  of,  or  mary  estate,  or  any  acquittance  or 

put  off,  knowing  the  same  to  he  receipt  either  for  money  or  goods, 

forged  or  altered,  any  deed,  bond  or  any  accountable  receipt  either 

or  writing  obligatory,  or  any  court  for  money  or  goods,  or  for  any 

F   P    2 
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1849  It  18  a  mere  license  to  exercise  one  of  the  senses  on  a 
Illidob'8  particular  subject.  At  the  trial,  Mr.  Justice  Crbss- 
Cane.  WELL  sBid,  *'  I  have  a  very  strong  opinion  at  present 
that  this  is  not  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  goods.  An 
order  for  the  delivery  of  goods  means  that  they  are 
to  be  delivered  to  the  party  to  be  dealt  with  as  his 
own,  in  any  way  he  pleases.  This  wine  is  not  so 
delivered  ;  it  is  delivered  to  hitn  for  the  special  pur- 
pose of  tasting  and  nothing  else;  he  has  no  other 
control  over  it"  (a). 

Platt  B.— Has  not  the  man  who  tastes,  the  entire 
control  and  disposal  of  the  wine  tasted  ?  It  is  an 
order  to  deliver  wine  to  be  tasted. 

WitDE  C.  J. — Suppose  an  order  to  be  given  for  the 
delivery  of  a  sample  of  any  goods,  would  not  that  be 
an  order  for  the  delivery  of  so  much  of  the  goods  as 
was  contained  in  the  sample?  This  is  an  order  to 
deliver  a  sample  of  wine  to  be  taken  away ;  just  as  an 
order  on  a  cook's  shop  for  a  dinner  would  be  an  order 
for  the  delivery  of  so  much  food. 

Alderson  B.— The  smallness  of  the  quantity  de- 
livered can  make  no  difference.  Suppose  a  thousand 
persons  came  to  taste,  and  each  drank  a  glass,  would 
the  thousand  have  had  no  goods  delivered  to  them? 
This  order  means  that  the  bearer  is  to  take  a  certain 
portion  of  wine  for  the  purpose  of  tasting. 

Secondly.  Tf  this  instrument  be  of  such  a  nature  as 
to  fall  within  the  class  of  instruments  set  forth  in  the 
statute,  it  is  imperfect,  and  therefore  cannot  be  deemed 
an  order  in  its  present  state.     It  is  addressed  to  the 

note,  bUl  or  other  security  for  pay-*  whatsoever,   every  each  ofiender 

ment  of  money,  or  any  warrant,  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  bdng 

order  or  request  for  the  delivery  or  convicted  thereof,  &c.  &€." 

trantfer  of  goods,  or  for  the  de-  N(a)  See  p.  361,  Printed  Report 

livery  of  any  note,  bill  or  other  of  the  Fourth  Session  of  the  Cen- 

security   for  payment   of  money  tral  Criminal  Court 

with  intent  to  defraud  any  person  '*  Duke,  Mayor." 
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•ooper,  but  he  has  no  authority  to  execute  it,  until  it  1849. 
s  countersigned  by  the  clerk  ;  and  until  it  is  so  signed  iLLiDOE'r 
t  is  not  a  permit  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  Caae. 
intended,  and  therefore  at  the  time  of  the  uttering  it 
was  not  a  warrant  or  order  in  the  true  sense  of  those 
terms.  An  order  must  import  a  right  in  the  giver  to 
jive,  and  an  absolute  duty  in  the  party  on  whom  it  is 
made  to  execute  ;  a  request  imports  no  such  duty,  or 
nuy  duty  at  all.  This  instrument  is  clearly  not  a  re- 
quest.  If  anything,  it  is  an  order ;  its  whole  tenor 
shews  that;  it  is  mandatory  in  its  language,  and  evi* 
dently  carries  with  it  a  positive  direction  to  the  party 
on  whom  it  is  made  to  execute  it.  (2  EasU  P-  C. 
936;  /?.  v.  Williams^  2  C.  &  K.  51,  where  an  instru- 
ment was  holden  to  be  a  warrant,  but  not  an  order, 
because  there  was  no  obligation  in  the  party  on  whom 
it  was  made  to  execute  it).  A  defective  instrument  is 
holden  not  to  be  the  subject  of  forgery.  Thus  an  in- 
dictment for  forging  a  bill  is  not  supported  by  proof  of 

a  bill  drawn  by  G.  S.  and  payable  to  or  order. 

It  is  no  bill  of  exchange,  because  there  is  no  payee. 
(jR.  v.  Randall^  R.  &  R.  195,  conf.  R.  v.  Richards, 
Ibid.  193;  R.  v.  Pateman,  Ibid.  455;  Rushworth's 
case.  Ibid.  317;  2  Greaves'  Russell,  517). 

Platt  B. — Suppose  that  this  instrument,  without 
the  signature  of  the  clerk,  had  been  genuine,  and  the 
cooper  had  given  the  wine,  would  not  that  have  been 
a  warrant  ? 

Huddleslon.  No,  it  could  not  properly  have  been 
acted  on  by  the  cooper.  It  is  expressly  found  in  the 
case  that  the  order  had  no  validity  unless  counter- 
signed. 

Platt  B. — ^The  words  '*  no  validity  whatever  "  do 
not  appear  in  the  case.  The  requirement  of  the 
clerk's  signature  is  clearly  only  a  regulation  of  the 
docks. 
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1849.  Alderson  B. — In  H.  v.  Randall,  R.  &  R.  193^    ^i 

Illidob's  ^^^  instrument  produced  in  evidence  did  not  suppoiw^^ 
Owe.  the  indictment ;  it  was  defective  on  its  face ;  it  pur —  — 
ported  to  be  an  order  to  pay  to  some  third  person  013^  « 
order  ;  then  that  third  person  was  not  named ;  tbere^  ^ 
fore  the  counts  describing  the  instrument  as  an  ordev^  «: 
for  payment  were  not  proved,  it  not  appearing  to  whonia^ 
the  payment  was  to  be  made.  So  again  in  R. 
Richards,  R.  &  R.  195,  the  instrument  was  incoi 
plete  on  its  face.  So  in  R.  v.  Patemariy  R.  &  R.  45£ 
there  was  no  promise,  and  therefore  the  in8trumei=it 
was  not  a  promissory  note.    In  R.  v.  Rushworth,  IbicsSi. 

317,  2  Greaves'  Russell,  517,  the  magistrate,  as  ^m d 

individual,  had  no  authority  to  make  the  order,  ai^K-d 
therefore  it  was,  strictly  speaking,  no  order  at  a^B.1. 
The  cases  do  not  seem  to  bear  on  the  present  questioi^Ki. 
The  order  here  is  complete  on  its  face.  If  the  clerkE-'s 
signature  is  added,  it  merely  amounts  to  this,  that  I^  e, 
the  clerk,  certifies  that  it  is  a  genuine  order. 

Huddleston.     In  the  case  reserved  it  is  clear  Urn.  ^t 
the  party  purporting  to  make  the  order  could  not  ev^n 
taste  his  own  wine,  by  virtue  of  a  tasting  order,  witho  sit 
the  clerk's  signature  being  added.     The  facts  in  R.    ^. 
Rushworth  seem  very  similar,  especially  as  regards  tl^e 
necessity  of  the  order  there  mentioned  being  und^r 
seaL     The  clerk's  signature  here  is  as  necessary    ^ 
make  a  good  order,  by  the  practice  of  the  Docks,  as  the 
seal  was  there  by  the  regulations  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment.    The  owner  and  the  clerk  must  combine    ^^ 
make  a  valid  order ;  till  it  is  signed  by  both  it  is  only 
an  inchoate  order.     Both  the  parties  interested  mmist 
join  to  make  it  complete,  viz.,  the  owner,  and  tho 
Dock  Company  by  their  clerk. 

Platt   B. — How  can  the  addition  of  the  clerk's 
signature  add  to  the  mandatory  part  of  the  order? 

Huddleston.      Suppose   an   act   of    Parliament  to 
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leclare  that  such  an  instrument  without  the  clerk's       184d. 
ignature  would  be  bad ;  this  would  be  a  bad  order,     Illidob's 
hat  is,  no  order  at  all.    How  is  the  case  altered  by  the       ^^®' 
act  of  the  clerk's  signature  being  made  a  necessary 
ngredient  in  the  order  by  private  arrangement?    See 
judgment  of  Bayley  J.  in  R.  v.  Ruskworth^  2  Greaves' 
Russell,  517. 

Wilde  C.  J, — The  case  states  the  course  of  busi- 
aess,  and  then  sets  forth  an  order  purporting  to  be 
made  in  the  course  of  business.  A  merchant  putting 
his  goods  into  the  Docks  could  not,  as  owner,  make  an 
order  for  the  delivery  of  those  goods  on  any  one  but 
the  Dock  Company,  unless  the  course  of  business 
enabled  him  to  do  so,  in  which  case  he  must  make  an 
order  conformable  with  such  course.  There  the  com- 
pany authorize  the  owner  to  make  an  order  on  their 
servant ;  the  authority  of  the  cooper  to  obey  that  order 
arises  not  from  the  order  of  the  owner,  but  from  an 
arrangement  made  between  the  company  and  the 
owner,  that  the  servant  shall  obey  the  owner  as  though 
he  were  the  company.  The  order  must,  therefore,  con- 
form with  the  terms  of  such  arrangement.  But  this 
order  does  not  do  so,  it  is  not  one  which  the  Dock 
Company  authorizes  the  cooper  to  obey.  It  seems 
therefore  to  be  invalid. 

Huddleston.     That  is  my  argument. 

Ballantyne^  for  the  Crown. 

Firstj  as  to  the  second  point. 

The  instrument  is  described  as  an  order,  a  warrant, 
and  a  request.  In  one  point  of  view  it  is  all  three. 
It  is  an  order  to  the  Dock  Company ;  it  is  a  warrant 
to  the  Dock  Company ;  it  is  a  request  to  the  cooper. 
Formerly  the  effect  of  these  instruments  might  have 
been  explained  by  innuendos ;  that  is  now  done  by 
evidence. 
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184-9.  Is  this  an  iDStrument  obligatory  on  any  one  ?    Yes, 

Illidgs's    ^^  ^^^  Dock  Company.     For  suppose  the  merchant 
^■^       be  ignorant  of  the  regulations  about  the  clerk's  signa- 
ture, and  to  make  an  order  like  this,  would  it  not  be 
good?     Suppose  the  Dock  Company  to  disobey  the* 
order,  and  the  merchant  to  sustain  loss  in  consequenci 
and  to  sue  the  company,  would  they  not  be  bound 
shew  that  the  merchant  knew  their  private  regulationi 
and  was  a  party  to  them .     Does  the  regulation  mad( 
by  them,  that  there  shall  be  the  clerk's  signature  iiz. 
certain  cases,  make  it  less   an  order?     The  Docl 
Company  are  mere  bailees,  and  are  bound  to  delivcK.  -?r 
to  the  owner  without  any  clerk's  signature.     Nor  does  -^^ 
the  fact  of  this  order  being  addressed  to  the  cooper  -^r 
make  any  difference.     For  an  order  is  obligatory  oa^  n 
the  party  whom  it  is  intended  to  affect,  not  the  part^^-y 
to  whom  it  may  chance  to  be  directed.  But  a  warraim^sit 
is  not  obligatory  on  the  person  by  whom  it  is  intende»-^=d 
to  be  executed  ;  it  only  authorizes  his  act,  and  is         a 
justification  of  his  acting.  This,  therefore,  is  a  warrai=z=it 
to  the  company. 

Platt  B. — The  clerk's  signature  is  the  act  of  tli^Be 
company ;  can  it  be  contended  that  the  signature  ^Kof 
the  company  is  necessary  in  order  to  warrant  its  ow^^n 
action  ? 

'  Wilde  C.  J. — Suppose  a  succession  of  these  orde  ^^ 
to  be  made  and  executed,  and  the  merchants'  good^Js 
to  be  diminished  in  consequence ;  and  it  to  be  xh^^^ 
discovered  that  the  orders  were  imperfect,  would  n-^*^^ 
the  merchant  be  entitled  to  complain  of  the  condu  -*^^ 
of  the  Dock  Company,  who,   by  their  servant,  tfc     ^^ 
cooper,  had    executed  orders  contrary  to  their  0^=^=^° 
regulations,  and  so  entailed  a  loss  on  the  merchant  ^^ 
WiGHTMAN  J. — Suppose  the  merchant  to  take  ^^^ 
order  in  the  form  of  this  one  and  present  it  to  tF^^ 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  411 

cooper,  and  the  cooper  to  refuse  to  obey  it  because  of       I8i0. 
the   absence   of    the    clerk's  signature ;    would   the     ij,i.idob'8 
merchant  be  entitled  to  complain  ?  Case. 

Ballantyne.  Perhaps  not:  because  it  might  be 
thought  that  he  had  adopted  the  regulations  of  the 
Dock  Company,  and  was  therefore  stopped  from 
suing. 

Cresswell  J. — Perhaps  I  ought  to  have  left  to  the 
jury  whether  the  merchant  knew  of  the  regulations ; 
though  I  have  no  doubt  that  there  is  not  a  merchant 
in  London  who  does  not.  If  the  merchant  and  Dock 
Company  had  made  such  an  arrangement  as  is  sup- 
posed, the  merchant  might  complain  of  the  company 
if  they  executed  an  order  which  was  not  in  conformity 
with  the  terms  of  the  arrangement. 

Platt  B. — It  may  be  that  the  clerk's  signature  is 
only  for  the  protection  of  the  company  to  prevent 
forgery :  but  the  mandate  of  the  owner  is  still  a 
mandate,  and  the  clerk's  signature  does  not  make  it 
more  so. 

Ballantyne.  This  order  is  as  perfect  an  order  as 
the  merchant  can  make. 

WiGHTMAM  J. — No  ;  because  he  could  not  make  an 
order  on  any  but  the  company  itself,  except  by 
private  arrangement  with  the  Dock  Company,  any 
more  than  you  could  draw  a  check  on  the  cashier  of 
Gi  bank,  except  by  private  arrangement  with  the 
bankers. 

Ballantyne.  At  all  events  this  instrument  is  good 
eis  a  wan'ant :  for  the  cooper  must  be  treated  as 
being  identical  with  the  company. 

Wilde  C.  J. — The  power  of  the  merchant  to  make 
orders  on  the  cooper  is  only  conventional ;  and  the 
Dock  Company  may  annex  any  conditions  they  please 
IS  the  terms  on  which  they  will  permit  the  merchant 
to  make  orders  on  their  servant. 
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1849.  Ballantyne.     This  instrument  is   at  all  events  a 

Caie.  Wilde  C.  J. — Suppose  the  cooper  has  no  right  to 

deal  with  the  goods  in  the  custody  of  the  Dock  Com- 
pany, unless  by  a  request  countersigned  by  the  clerk, 
would  this  be  a  request  ? 

Ballantyne.    Yes,  if  the  cooper  is  to  be  regarded  a 
identical  with  the  company. 

Alderson  B. — An  order  is  an  order  by  a  party^^^ 
who  may  command  to  a  party  who  must  obey. 
warrant  is  a  like  direction  to  a  party  who  may  obey, 
and  is  indemnified  by  the  warrant  if  he  does  so. 
request  is  an  instrument  addressed  by  any  one  persoL 
to  another  who  has  an  interest  in  the  subject-mattec'  r 
of  the  request,  and  may  comply  with  the  request  if  h^»-  e 
pleases. 

This  is  not  an  order  upon  the  cooper,  because  it  i  -^Ss 
not  binding  upon  him :  nor  a  warrant,  because  ^Bt 
does  not  indemnify  him:  nor  a  request,  because  it  i^Ss 
not  addressed  to  a  party  having  an  interest  in  th  ^e 
subject  of  the  request.  We  cannot  look  beyond  th  ^ 
instrument  itself:  Is  it  a  warrant,  order,  or  request  f^o 
the  cooper?     If  it  had  been  addressed  to  the  DocII^ 

Company  and  delivered  to  the  cooper,  that  would  hav e 

been  a  different  case ;  you  here  charge  the  prisone^sr 
with  forging  this  particular  instrument.    What  is  itT 

Wilde  C.  J. — A  check  on  the  Bank  of  Englan^ — ^ 
addressed  to  the  cashier  is  considered  to  be  addresse  '^ 
to  the  bank  ;  but  that  is  only  by  arrangement,  and  "  ^^ 
must  appear  that  the  cashier  has  authority  to  represeirr:^^ 
the  bank.  So  here  it  must  appear  that  the  coop^^^^ 
had  authority  to  represent  the  Dock  Company,  otbe^^  ^' 
wise  he  cannot  be  regarded  as  identical  with  them. 

Wilde  C.  J.,  here  intimated  that  the  Court  were  ^^^^ 
opinion  that  if  the  instrument  could  be  treated  as  a^  ^ 
order y  warrant,  or  request,  it  would  come  within  tl  :»^ 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  413 

statute  as  an  order,  kc.yfor  the  delivery  of  goods j  and       1849. 
therefore  on  the  first  point  their  judgment  would  be    Illidoe's 
for  the  Crown.  Ca«e. 

Huddkston  replied. 

This  is  clearly  not  a  request :  for  a  request  is  where 
the  party  requesting  has  no  interest  in  the  thing 
asked  for :  whereas,  here  the  party  purporting  to  sign 
this  instrument  claims  a  right  to  demand  the  subject 
of  it. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Afterwards,  on  the  23rd  June^  1849,  Wilde  C.  J, 
Jelivered  the  following  judgment. 

Upon  consideration,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  con- 
viction in  this  case  was  right.  The  first  question  is, 
whether  the  instrument  which  the  prisoner  uttered, 
LDOwing  it  to  be  forged,  was  an  order.  It  was 
iirected  to  the  cooper,  at  a  particular  vault,  in  the 
London  Docks,  and  purported  to  be  signed  by  the 
>wner  of  wine  in  that  vault,  and  was  in  this  form, 
*  Permit  self  and  company  to  taste  wines,  ex  Traveller^ 
Sec. ;"  which  must  mean,  permit  the  party  signing  and 
:!Oinpany  to  taste ;  the  order  therefore  to  the  cooper 
to  permit  the  wines  to  be  tasted  was  given  by  that 
party.  It  is  true  that  the  order  was  presented  by  the 
prisoner  to  a  clerk  of  the  company  in  order  that  he 
also  might  affix  his  name  to  it,  and  without  his 
signature,  the  cooper  had  no  authority  to  obey  the 
order  : — But  it  was  not  the  less  an  order  because  the 
cooper  had  not  authority  to  obey  it.  Again  assuming 
that  the  signatures  of  both  the  merchant  and  the  clerk 
of  the  company  were  necessary  to  make  a  perfect  and 
efficient  order,  it  would  be  an  order  by  each  as  soon 
as  his  signature  was  affixed.  If  a  promissory  note 
were  made  payable  to  A.  and  ^.,  not  in  partnership, 
or  their  order,  so  that  the  signature  of  both  would  be 
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1840. 

Illidok's 
Case. 


requisite  to  make  an  efficient  indorsement,  a  pHrty 
forging  the  indorsement  of  A.^  and  uttering  tlie 
instrument  of  B.^  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  his 
signature,  would  be  guilty  of  uttering  a  forged 
indorsement,  {WinterbottimCs  cz^^  Denison's  Crown 
Cases,  41).  Upon  the  same  principle  we  think  tha 
the  prisoner  in  this  case  was  giiilty  of  uttering 
forged  order.  The  next  question  is,  whether  it  ca 
be  considered  as  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  goods 
Now,  although  it  is  true  that  the  quantity  delivered  foi 
the  purpose  of  tasting  is  very  small,  yet  it  is  impos 
sible  to  say  that  it  is  not  an  order  for  the  delivery  o 
some  wine,  and  as  we  cannot  apply  the  principle 
''de  minimis  non  curat  lex"  to  such  a  transactio 
we  feel  bound  to  say  that  it  was  an  order  for  tii 
delivery  of  goods,  and  that  the  verdict  of  guilty  ws 
right. 


IS 


1 84a. 


THE  QUEEN  v.   BEETON. 


An  indict- 
ment for 
larceny,  con- 
taining 
several 
counts,  de- 
scribinf^  the 
goods  stolen 
as  the  pro- 
perty of  dif- 
ferent per- 
sons, may 
contain  a 
like  set  of 
counts  for 
receiving 
those  goods. 


John  Beeton  was  charged  at  the  General  Quart**-^  ^^ 
Sessions  of  the  Peace  for  the  county  of  Suffolk^  heEl    ^^ 
by  adjournment  at  Bury  St.  Edmonds  on  the  17th  da^^^y 
o(  March y  a.  d.  1849,  upon  an  indictment,  an  abstra^  -^^^ 
of  which  is  annexed  to  this  case.    The  prisoner  pleade^^^ 
Not  Guilty.    After  the  prisoner  had  pleaded,  and  befor«^  ^^^ 
the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  had  opened  the  cast^  ^^' 
the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  objected  that  under  th^r^^"^ 
third  section  of  the  statute  11  6c  12  Victoria,  c.  46, 
was  only  made  lawful  to  add  one  count  for  receivin 
and  that  the   counsel    for    the  prosecution   therefor^^^ 
should   be   called    upon   to  elect   upon  which   of  tl»    ^ 


It 
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:;ount8  for  receiviug  he  would  proceed.     The  Court       1840. 
thought  that  under  the  said  section  it  was  made  lawful     bebton's 
k)  add  as  many  counts  for  receiving,  as  there  were        Caae. 
[founts   charging   a   stealing;     and    refused   on    that 
account  to  put  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  to  his 
election  ;  but  upon  the  application  of  the  counsel  for 
the  prisoner,  reserved  a  case  upon  this  point  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Judges.     The  prisoner  was  found 
guilty  on  the  eleventh  count,  and  acquitted  upon  the 
other  counts.     The  prisoner  was  sentenced  to  seven 
years  transportation. 

1st  Count.  Breaking  the  dwelling  o^  John  Mason, 
md  stealing  the  goods  of  George  Mason. 

2nd  Count.  Breaking  the  house  of  John  Mason, 
ind  stealing  the  goods  of  John  Mason. 

3rd  Count.  Breaking  the  house  of  John  Mason, 
ind  stealing  the  goods  of  Joseph  Mason. 

4th  Count.  Breaking  the  house  of  John  Mason, 
ind  stealing  the  goods  of  Elizabeth  Mason. 

5th  Count.  Breaking  the  house  of  John  Mason, 
ind  stealing  the  goods  of  Daniel  Mason. 

6th,  7th,  8th,  9th  and  10th.  Breaking  a  building 
within  the  curtilage  and  stealing  the  property'  laid  as 
in  the  1st,  2nd,  3rd,  4th  and  5th  respectively. 

11th,  12th,  13th,  14th  and  15th.  Receiving  the 
goods;  the  property  laid  as  in  the  1st,  2ud,  3rd,  4th 
and  5th  counts  respectively. 

16th  Count.     For  previous  conviction. 

On  30th  April,  a.  d.  1849,  Power  appeared  fur  the 
prisoner,  but  was  not  heard,  as  the  Court,  consisting  of 
Wilde  C-  J.,  Alderson  B.,  Wightman  J.,  Rolfe  B., 
Cresswell  J.,  was  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the 
objection  was  groundless. 

Alderson  B Why   may  there  not  be  as  many 

counts  for  receiving  as  for  stealing  ?     There  is  only 


416  CROWN  CASES  RESERVED. 

1819.  one  stealing,  and  one  receiving,  but  the  offence  is  lai(~  ^aA 

Bkkton'8  ^"  different  ways,  because  there  is  a  doubt  to  when 

Case.  the  property  belonged. 


1819.  THE  QUEEN  v.  WILLIAM  BRISBY. 


If  a  Court  of  Tins  was  an   indictment  for  disobeying  an  order 
SToish^'ran  j«stices,  dated  the  6th  day  of  May,  1848,  and  w?-  is 
application      tried  at  the  Epiphany  Sussex  Sessions  at  Petworth.  tl le 

for  an  order        %   f       %  n         \        •^  ••  ••  e 

in  bastardy,     defendant  was  found  guilty,  subject  to  the  opinion -^^)i 

SSJnd'rliw      ^^^e  Court  on  the  following  case. 

upaninstru-        Qn  the   first  day  of  January^  a.  d.   1848,  Sarczsih 

mentpur-  t-m   if        i      •       «  i  «     ,       •       .  .  i 

porting  to  be  HoUist  obtained  an  order  of  the  justices  against  tt=ie 
whidftrbad*  defendant  as  the  putative  father  of  her  bastard  chil  d. 
on  its  face,      A  copv  of  that  Order  is  hereunto  annexed,  inark^==id 

and  a  nullity,       .^i      i      ,  ,  *  x 

another  petty   With  the  letter  (A.) 

hl^ra^se^^       This  order  was  served  upon  the  defendant,  but 
application      payment  was  made  by  him  under  it. 
matter  be-  On  the  28tl)  day  of  April  in  the  same  year,  t 

!m"  ^]l!i^.    justices  who  bad  made  the  order  of  the  1st  of  Janua 

same  parues,   ^^ 

and  make  a     made  a  Supersedeas  of  the  same  under  their  hands  at-  "^d 

valid  order  on         ,         rni     •  ji  •     i  i  i  ^a 

the  putative  seals.      Iheir   supersedeas  was  indorsed  on  the  sa^   ^^ 

i*\^ableto^  Order  of  the  1st  of  January ^  and  was  in  the  foUowinr^g 

be  indicted  words,  "Whereas  it  doth  now  appear  unto  us,  Geor^^^ 

ingit!^  Wyndham  and  John  Luttman  Ellisy   Esquires,   t^fc^ 

P^^^'g^^  justices  of  the  peace  above  named,  that  the  order  abo 

J.,  if  one  set  forth,  is  by  reason  of  certain  errors  therein  a: 

Court  of  ..  .1         /•  •        1.1  ,.         .1 

petty  ses-        omissions  thereirom,  invalid  according  to  law,  ai 
sions  dis-        beiuff  advised  by  counsel  that  such  order  is  so  invali 

miss  such  o  J  ^ 

application      we  do  therefore  hereby,  absolutely  and   irrevocah::::^'/ 

after  hearing 

it  on  the 

merits,  another  petty  sessions  can  legally  entertain  a  second  application  on  the  ■  "   "'^ 

subject-matter  between  the  same  parties,  and  grant  an  order  ? 
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!>upersede,  annul,  and  make  void  the  said  order.     Given       1849. 
under  our  bands  and  seals  this  28th  day  of  April  1848.     Brisby's 
George  Wyndham  (l.  s.)     /.  L.  Ellis  (l.  s.)  ^»«' 

This  supersedeas  was  on  the  same  day  served  upon 
the  defendant,  and  a  tender  was  made  to,  but  declined 
by  him,  of  a  sum  sufficient  to  cover  all  the  costs  actually 
incurred  by  him  in  consequence  of  the  said  first  order. 

On  the  following  day,  the  29th  day  of  Aprils  Sarah 
HoUist  made  another  complaint,  and  a  fresh  summons 
waR  thereupon  issued  against  the  defendant,  requiring 
him  to  appear  at  a  petty  sessions  of  the  peace,  holden 
on  the  6th  day  of  May^  to  answer  such  complaint  of 
the  same  Sarah  Hollistj  respecting  the  same  bastard 
child.  The  justice,  who  granted  the  said  summons, 
was  one  of  the  justices  who  made  the  said  first  order, 
and  executed  the  said  supersedeas. 

The  defendant  protested  against  the  justices  at  such 
last  mentioned  petty  sessions,  having  jurisdiction  to 
hear  and  adjudicate  upon  the  said  complaint  of  the 
said  Sarah  Hollist  against  him,  as  there  had  already 
been  a  judicial  hearing  and  adjudication  by  a  competent 
tribunal  on  the  same,  and  as  the  said  order  of  the  1st 
of  January^  touching  the  same  subject-matter  was 
still  in  existence. 

The  justices,  one  of  them  being  the  same  Mr.  JEllu 
who  had  made  the  former  order  and  supersedeas, 
and  who  had  issued  the  last  summons,  considering  that 
they  had  jurisdiction,  made  another  order  against  the 
defendant  respecting  the  said  complaint  of  the  said 
Sarah  Hollist  respecting  the  said  bastard  child,  which 
said  last  mentioned  order  the  defendant  was  indicted 
for  disobeying.  A  copy  of  the  said  last  mentioned 
order  is  hereunto  annexed,  marked  with  the  letter  (B.) 
This  order  was  duly  served  upon  the  defendant,  who 
refused  to  pay  under  it. 

All  the  facts  were  admitted  on  the  trial,  but  it  was 
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1849.      contended  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  the  secon 
BrTsby's     order  was  made  without  jurisdiction,  as  there  had  bee 

Case.       a  previous  judicial  hearing  and   adjudication  on  tliH 
same  subject-matter,    and    a    previous  order    mafl 
thereon,  and  which  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  t\^ 
second  order  had  not  been  quashed  on  appeal,  but 
still  in  existence.     It  was  argued  for  the  prosecutio 
that  as  the  first  order  was  an  invalid  one  (which  w^ 
admitted  by  the  prisoner's  counsel),  and  had  been  dvCJj 
superseded,   and   as  a  suflScient  tender  of  all   cost$ 
occasioned  by  it  had  been  made  to  the  defendant  before 
the  summons  for  the  second  order  was  issued,  tbe 
justices  had  jurisdiction  to  make  the  second  order, 
notwithstanding  there  had  been  a  former  one  on  the 
same  subject-matter. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  this  opinion,  the  verdict  of 
guilty  is  to  stand  ;  if  not,  the  verdict  is  to  be  set  aside, 
and  one  of  Not  Guiltv  entered. 

This  case  was  argued  on  the  2nd  of  June,  a.  d.  1849, 
before  Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.,  Pabke  B.,  Patteso»  J., 
ColtmanJ.,  Williams  J. 

Copi/  of  Indictment 

Sussex,  1  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  QueeD,  upon  their  oath, 
to  wit.  j  present  that  Sarah  HoUist,  now  residing  in  the  parish  of 
DunctoUy  within  the  division  of  Lower  Arundel,  in  the  county  of 
Sussex,  single  woman,  before  the  making  of  the  order  of  justices 
hereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  second  day  of  June,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1847,  at  Midhurst,  within  the  said  county,  was 
delivered  of  a  male  bastard  child  ;  and  the  jurors  aforesaid,  opoo 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  Sarah  HoSist 
having  been  so  delivered  of  such  bastard  child,  and  having  come  to 
reside  within  the  parish  of  Duncton  aforesaid,  and  within  the  said 
division  and  county,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  twenty-ninth  day  of 
April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1848,  (being  within  twelve  calendar 
months  after  the  birth  of  the  said  child),  did  make  application  to 
John  Luttman  Ellis,  Esquire,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace,  acting  in  and  for  the  said  division  and  county  at  Pehcorth^ 
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in  the  said  division  and  county,  for  a  summons  to  be  served  upon         1849. 

me  William  Brisbyy  q{  Haslemerey  in  the  county  of  Surrey y  grocer, - 

irhom  she  alleged  to  be  the  father  of  the  said  child.  And  the  ^ (^g^e!* 
iuron  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that 
:he  sud  John  Luttman  Ellis^  so  being  such  justice  acting  in  and 
For  the  said  division  and  county  as  aforesaid,  did  thereupon  after- 
Rrards,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at  Petworth 
iforesaid,  duly  issue  his  summons  to  the  said  WiUiam  Brishy,  to 
[)e  and  appear  at  a  petty  sessions  to  be  holden  for  the  said  division 
It  Petworth  aforesaid,  within  the  said  division  and  county,  on  the 
»xth  day  of  May  then  next,  to  answer  the  complaint  of  her,  the 
mid  Sarah  ffolUst,  touching  the  premises.  And  the  jurors  afore- 
said, upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said 
WUUam  Brisby  was  duly  served  with  the  said  summons  within 
forty  days  o^  and  more  than  six  days  before  the  holding  of  the 
said  petty  sessions,  and  the  making  of  the  order  hereinafter 
mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  twenty-ninth  day  of  Aprily  1848,  to 
irhich  said  summons,  he,  the  said  William  Brisby^  notwithstanding 
such  service  thereof  as  aforesaid  did  not  then,  to  wit,  at  the  said  petty 
sessions  so  holden  for  the  said  division,  on  the  said  sixth  day  of 
May^  appear  nor  offer  any  defence,  nor  shew  cause  why  an  order 
)f  maintenance  should  not  be  made  upon  him.  Whereupon,  John 
Napper,  Esquire,  and  the  said  John  Luttman  Ellis^  being  two  of 
ler  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  acting  in  and  for  the  said 
livision  and  county  in  petty  session  assembled,  at  the  said  petty 
^ssion,  holden  for  the  said  division  at  Petworth^  within  the  said 
livision  and  county,  on  the  said  sixth  day  of  May^  1848,  the  said 
Sarah  Hollist  having  then,  to  wit,  at  the  said  petty  session  applied 
;o  them  the  said  John  Napper  and  John  Luttman  Ellis,  as  such 
ustices  as  aforestud,  for  an  order  upon  the  said  William  Brisby, 
iccording  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
dded, did,  by  their  order  in  writing,  under  their  hands  and  seals, 
>earing  date  the  said  sixth  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
.848,  after  having  heard  the  evidence  of  the  said  Sarah  Hollist, 
md  such  other  evidence  as  she  the  said  Sarah  Hollist  had  produced, 
ind  the  evidence  of  the  said  Sarah  Hollist,  the  mother  of  the  said 
iluld,  having  been  corroborated  in  some  material  particular  by 
)ther  testimony  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  justices,  declare  and 
idjudge  the  said  William  Brisby  to  be  the  putative  father  of  the 
aid  bastard  child,  and  did  thereby  order  that  the  said  William 
Srisby  should  pay  to  the  said  Sarah  Hollist,  the  mother  of  the 
aid  bastard  child,  so  long  as  she  should  live  and  should  be  of  sound 
Dind,  and  should  not  he  in  any  gaol  or  prison  or  under  sentence  of 
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1849.       transportatioD,  or  to  the  person  who  should  be  appointed  to  haTe=^-^ 

-~ —   the  custody  of  the  said  bastard  child,  ander  the  prorisioiia  of 

Qj^y^        said  statute,  the  sum  of  two  shilliDgs  per  week  firom  the  mi 
twenty-ninth  day  of  AprU  last  until  the  said  child  should  atuui 
the  age  of  thirteen  years  or  should  die,  or  the  said  SaraA  HolUs^r 
should  marry,  for  and  towards  the  relief  and  keeping  of  the  sai< 
bastard  child.     And  the  said  justices  did  thereby  further 
that  the  said  William  Brisby  should  pay  to  the  said  Sarah 
the  sum  of  1/.  ils,  Sd,,  being  the  costs  incurred  in  obtaimng 
said  order.     And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore8ai< 
do  further  present  that  after  the  making  the  said  order,  and  befc 
the  taking  of  this  inquisition,  to  wit,  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  M€ 
in  the  year  1848,  at  HasUmere  aforesaid,  notice  of  the 
order  was  duly  given  to  him  the  said  WiUiam  Bridfy^  and  that 
the  said  WiUiam  Brisby  was  duly  made  acquainted  with  the  co 
tents  thereof,  by  being  personally  served  with  the  said  order, 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesud,  do  further 
that  the  said  Sarcih  JJoUist  is  still  living  unmarried  and  nei^^er 
having  been  married,  and  is  of  sound  mind,  and  is  not  and  has  c^u)t 
been  since  the  making  of  the  said  order,  in  any  gaol  or  prison,      or 
under  sentence  of  transportation,  and  from  the  time  of  making  of 
the  said  order  hitherto  has  had  and  still  has,  as  the  proper  pensoo 
in  that  behalf  none  other  having  been  appointed,  the  sole  care  cuid 
custody  of  the  said  bastard  child.     And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said  bastard  child 
is  yet  living,  and  is  under  the  age  of  thirteen  years,  to  wit,  of  tlie 
age  of  sixteen  months  only  or  thereabouts,  and  hath  always  from 
the  time  of  making  the  said  order,  until  the  day  of  taking  this 
inquisition,  been  and  continued,  and  now  is  chargeable  to  sod 
entirely  supported  by  the  said  Sarah  HoUisty  the  mother.    And 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present 
that  the  said  William  Brisby ^  not  regarding  the  said  order,  nor  the 
laws  and  statutes  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  hath  not,  npOQ 
notice  of  the  said  order  as  aforesaid,  at  any  time  or  times  since  the 
making  thereof  as  aforesaid,  hitherto  paid  or  caused  to  be  paid  to 
the  said  SaraA  Hollist  or  any  person  on  her  behalf,  the  said  stiff 
of  two  shillings  per  week  from  the  said  twenty-ninth  day  of  Af^ 
last  as  aforesaid,  nor  any  part  thereof,  nor  the  sum  of  1/.  lis.  6^ 
being  the  costs  of  obtaining  the  said  order  as  aforesaid,  nor  s' 
part  thereof,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  notwithstanding  8( 
notice  as  aforesaid,  he  the  said  William  Brisby,  on  and  firom 
said  sixth  day  of  Afay,  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord,  1848,  i 
the  taking  of  this  inquisition,  unlawfully,  wilfully,  obstinately, 
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::oiitemptuou8lj  hath  neglected  and  refused,  and  still  doth  neglect        1849. 

ind  refuse  to  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Sarah  HoUist  the  

said  sum  of  two  shillings  weekly,  from  the  said  twenty-ninth  day  Caac^  * 
jf  Aprily  1848,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  also  the  said  sum  of 
I/.  17«.  6c?.,  the  costs  incurred  in  obtaining  the  said  order  as  afore* 
said,  or  any  part  thereof,  contrary  to  the  direction  of  the  said  order, 
ind  in  manifest  breach  and  contempt  of  the  same,  to  the  great 
iamage  of  the  said  Sarah  HoUist^  to  the  evil  and  pernicious 
example  of  all  others  in  the  like  case  offending,  and  against  the 
peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Second  count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  further  present  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  sixth  day  of 
May^  1848,  John  Napper  and  John  Luttman  EUiSy  Esquires,  two 
Df  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  acting  in  and  for  the  division 
of  Ijower  Arundel^  in  the  county  of  Sussex,  in  petty  session 
assembled,  at  the  petty  session  holden  for  the  said  division  and 
county  at  Petworth,  within  the  said  division  and  county,  on  the 
sixth  day  of  May,  1848,  duly  made  their  order  in  writing,  under 
their  hands  and  seals,  bearing  date  the  said  sixth  day  of  May,  1848, 
which  said  order  was  and  is  in  the  words  and  figures  following, 
that  is  to  say.  ''  Sussex,  to  wit.  At  a  petty  sessions  of  her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Sussex,  holden  in 
and  for  the  division  of  Lower  Arundel  in  the  said  county,  at  the 
Town  HaU  in  Petworth,  on  the  sixth  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of 
oor  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-eight,  before  us, 
John  Napper  and  John  Luttman  ElUs,  Esquires,  two  of  her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county.  Whereas,  one 
Sarah  Hollist,  single  woman,  residing  at  Duncton  within  this 
^vision,  did  on  the  twenty-ninth  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-eight,  having  been 
delivered  of  a  bastard  child  within  twelve  calendar  months  prior 
thereto,  make  application  to  John  Luttman  Ellis,  Esquire,  one  of 
her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  acting  for  this  division  for  a 
summons,  to  be  served  upon  one  William  Brisby,  of  Haslemere,  in 
the  county  of  Surrey,  grocer,  whom  she  alleged  to  be  the  father  of 
the  said  child,  and  the  said  justice  thereupon  issued  his  summons 
to  the  said  William  Brisby  to  appear  at  a  petty  session,  to  be 
holden  on  this  day  for  this  division,  in  which  the  said  justice  usually 
acts,  to  answer  her  complaint  touching  the  premises.  And 
whereas,  the  said  William  Brisby  having  been  duly  served  with 
the  said  summons  within  forty  days  from  this  day,  and  six  days  at 
least  before  this  day,  as  is  now  proved  before  us,  and  the  said 
Sarah  Hollist  having  now  applied  to  us,  the  justices  in  petty 
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1849.        session  assembled,  for  an  order  upon  the  said  fVUUam  Bridt^m 

.... according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pr^ 

Brisby's      vided,  and  it  being  now  proved  to  us  that  the  said  child  was,  sin^ 
the  passing  of  an  act  passed  in  the  eighth  year  of  the  reign  of  h- 
present  Majesty,  intituled  *  An  Act  for  the  further  amendment 
the  Laws  relating  to  the  Poor  in  England,*  that  is  to  say,  on  t 
second  day  of  June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  ei| 
hundred  and  forty-seven,  born  a  bastard  of  the  body  of  the 
Samh  Hollist;  and  we  having  heard  the  evidence  of  snch  wom^^ 
and  such  other  evidence  as  she  hath  produced,  and  the  evidence  c 
the  said  Sarah  Holiist,  the  mother  of  the  said  child,  having  h^en 
corroborated  in  some  material  particular  by  other  testimony    to 
our  satisfaction,  do  hereby  adjudge  the  said  William  Brisby  to  be 
the  putative  father  of  the  said  bastard  child,  and  having  regard  to 
all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  we  do  now  hereby  order  that 
the  said  William  Brisby  do  pay  unto  the  said  Sarah  HoUiitj  the 
mother  of  the  said  bastard  child,  so  long  as  she  shall  live  and  shall  be 
of  sound  mind,  and  shall  not  be  in  any  gaol  or  prison,  or  under 
sentence  of  transportation,  or  to  the  person  who  may  be  appointed 
to  have  the  custody  of  such  bastard  child,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  said  statute,  the  sum  of  two  shillings  per  week,  from  the  said 
twenty-ninth  day  of  April  last,  until  the  said  child  shall  attain  the 
age  of  thirteen  years,  or  shall  die,  or  the  said  Sarah  Ilottisi  shall 
marry.     And  we  do  hereby  further  order  the  said  William  Briijl 
to  pay  to  the  said  Sarah  Hollist  the  sum  of  one  pound  seventeen 
shillings  and  sixpence,  being  the  costs  incurred  in  obtaining  this 
order.     Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  at  the  session  aforesaid. 
^^John  Napper  (l.  8.)  J,  L,  Ellis,  (l.  s.)" 

And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present,  that  the  said  William  Brisby  was  personally  served  with 
the  said  order  after  the  making  thereof,  and  before  the  taking  of 
this  inquisition,  to  wit,  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  May,  1848.  Ad^ 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present, 
that  the  said  Sarah  Hollist  is  still  living,  without  having  been 
married,  and  is  of  sound  mind,  and  is  not  nor  hath  been  in  any 
gaol  or  prison  since  the  making  of  the  said  order,  nor  under  any 
sentence  of  transportation,  and  from  the  time  of  the  making  the 
said  order  hitherto  has  had,  and  still  has  the  sole  care  and  custody 
of  the  said  bastard  child,  no  other  person  having  at  any  time  been 
appointed  in  that  behalf.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said  bastard  child  is  still 
living  and  under  the  age  of  thirteen  years,  to  wit,  of  the  age  of 
sixteen  months  or  thereabouts,  and  hath  always,  from  the  time  of 
making  the  said  order  until  the  day  of  the  taking  of  this  ioqiusi- 
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tioD,  been  and  contiDued,  and  still  is  chargeable  to  and  eDtirely        1849. 

supported  by  the  said  Sarah  Hollist^  the  mother.     And  the  jurors 

iforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the      Bbisby  s 
said  fFilUam  Brisby,  not  regarding  the  said  order,  nor  the  laws 
and  statutes  in  such  case  made  and   provided,  hath  not,  upon 
notice  of  the  said  order  as  aforesaid,  at  any  time  or  times  since  the 
making  thereof,  as  aforesaid,  hitherto  paid  or  caused  to  be  paid  to 
the  said  Sarah  HoUist,  or  any  person  on  her  behalf,  the  said  sums 
of  two  shillings  per  week,  from  the  said  twenty-ninth  day  of  April 
last  as  aforesaid,  nor  any  part  thereof,  nor  the  sum  of  1/.  175.  6^., 
being  the  costs  of  obtaining  the  said  order  as  aforesaid,  nor  any 
part  thereof,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  notwithstanding  notice 
thereof  as  aforesaid,  he,  the  said  William  Brishy,  from  the  said 
sixth  day  of  May^  in  the  year  1848  to  the  day  of  the  taking  of 
this  inquisition,   unlawfully,  wilfully,  obstinately,  and  contempt- 
uously hath  neglected  and  refused,  and   still  doth  neglect   and 
refuse  to  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid,  the  said  sum  of  two  shillings 
weekly,  from  the  said  twenty- ninth  day  of  Aprils  1848,  or  any 
part   thereof,  and  also  the  said  sum   of  1/.   175.  6^.,  the  costs 
incurred  in  obtaining  the  said  order  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part 
thereof,  contrary  to  the  direction  of  the  said  order,  and  in  manifest 
breach  and  contempt  of  the  same,  to  the  great  damage  of  the  said 
Sarah  HoUist,  to  the  evil  and  pernicious  example  of  all  others  in 
the  like  case  offending,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the 
Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Copies  of  the  Orders  of  Justices. 

Order  (A). 
Sussex f  1  At  a  petty  sessions  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
to  wit.  J  for  the  county  (a)  of  Sussex,  holden  in  and  for  the  divi- 
sion (a)  of  Lower  Arundel^  in  the  said  county,  at  the  Town  Hall, 
Pettporthy  on  the  first  day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty- eight,   before'  us   George 
fFyndham,  and  John  Luttman  Ellis,  Esquires,  two  of  her  Majesty's  * 
justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county. 

Whereas  one  Sarah  Hollist,  single  woman,  residing  at  Duncton, 
within  this  division  {a),  did  on  the  sixteenth  day  of  November,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-seven, 
having  been  delivered  of  a  bastard  child  within  twelve  calendar 
months  prior  thereto,  make  application  to  John  Luttman  Ellis, 
Enquire,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  acting  for  this 
division,  for  a  summons  to  be  served  upon  one  fVUliam  Brisby,  of 
Haslemere,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  grocer,  whom  she  alleged  to 

(fl)  Or,  city,  borough,  or  other  place,  as  the  case  may  be. 
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Case. 


be  father  of  the  said  child  (a),  and  the  said  justice  thereupon  issued. 
his  summons  to  the  said  William  Brisby^  to  appear  at  a  pettjr^ 
sessions  to  be  holden  on  this  day  for  this  divisionf  in  which  the  said 
justice  usually  acts,  to  answer  her  complaint  touching  the  premises. 
And  whereas  the  said  William  Brishy  having  been  duly  served 
with  the  said  summons  within  forty  days  from  [this  </ay]  {b\  the 
fourth  day  of  December^  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty- 
seven,  from  which  day  the  hearing,  [and  now  appearing  in  pursuance 
thereof]  (c),  *  of  this  case  has  been  adjourned.    And  the  said  Sarah 
HoUist  having  now  applied  to  us  the  justices  in  petty  sessioD 
assembled,  for  an  order  upon  the  said  William  Brisby^  according  to 
the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided :  And  it 
being  now  proved  to  us,   [in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the 

said ]  {d)y  that  the  said  child  was,  since  (e)  the  passing  of  an 

act  passed  in  the  eighth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty, 
intituled  '^  An  Act  for  the  further  Amendment  of  the  Laws  relating, 
to  the  Poor  in  England,"  that  is  to  say,  on  the  second  day  of  June, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty- 
seven,  bom  a  bastard  of  the  body  of  the  said  Sarah  HoUist.     And 

we  having  [in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  said ]  {d\  heard 

the  evidence  of  such  woman,  and  such  other  evidence  as  she  hath 
produced,  [and  having  also  heard  all  the  evidence  tendered  by{f)  the 

said ],  and  the  evidence  of  the  said  Sarah  HoUist^  the  mother  of 

the  said  child,  having  been  corroborated  in  some  material  particular 
by  other  testimony  to  our  satisfaction,  do  hereby  adjudge  the  said 


(a)  When  the  application  is  made 
qfter  the  expiration  of  twelve  months 
from  the  birth,  but  the  alleged  father 
has  paid  money  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  child,  for  the  word  within, 
substitute  the  words  more  than,  and 
after  the  word  child,  insert,  and 
who  was  proved  before  the  said 
justice  to  have  paid  money  for 
the  maintenance  of  the  said  child 
within  twelve  calendar  months 
after  its  birth. 

(6)  If  the  order  be  made  at  an 
adjourned  session,  insert  the  day  qf 
the  commencement  of  the  session, 
adding  these  words,  from  which 
day  the  hearing  of  this  case  has 
been  adjourned,  and  erase  the  words 
this  day. 

(c)  If  the  defendant  do  not  ap- 
pear, insert  here,  and  six  days  at 


least  before  this  day,  as  is  now 
proved  before  us;  or,  the  same 
having  been  left  at  his  last  place 
of  abode,  six  days  at  least  before 
this  day,  as  is  now  proved  before 
us,  and  erase  the  words  in  Italics. 

*  In  the  original  orders  the 
words  printed  between  brackets 
had  a  line  drawn  through  them,  as 
a  mark  of  erasure. 

(d)  Should  the  dtfendant  not  a^^ 
pear,  erase  the  words  in  Italics, 

{e)  Or,  within  six  calendar  momihi 
before. 

(/)  Should  the  defendant  apj^^iff 
by  attorney  or  counsel,  it  wil^  ^ 
then  only  necessary  to  erase  the 
word  by,  and  add  behalf  of;  ^f^ 
should  he  not  appear  himself  or  ^ 
attorney  or  counsel,  then  erase  ^^ 
Italics. 
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WUiiam  BrUby  to  be  the  putative  father  of  the  said  bastard  child ; 
and  having  r^;ard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  we  do  now 
hereby  order  that  the  said  fFilUam  Brisby  do  pay  unto  the  said 
Sarah  Hottisty  the  mother  of  the  said  bastard  child,  so  long  as 
she  shall  live  and  shall  be  of  sound  mind,  and  shall  not  be  in  any 
gaol  or  prison,  or  under  sentence  of  transportation,  or  to  the  person 
who  may  be  appointed  to  have  the  custody  of  such  bastard  child 
under  the  provisions  of  the  said  statute,  the  sum  of  (a)  two  shil- 
lings per  week  \^/or  ihefint  six  weeks  from  fke  birtk  of  the  said 

child,  and  from  the  expiration  of  such  six  weeks,  the  sum  of 

per  week],  from  the  sixteenth  day  of  November  last,  until  the 
said  child  shall  attain  the  age  of  thirteen  years,  or  shall  die,  or  the 
said  Sarah  ffoUist  shall  marry  :  And  we  do  hereby  further  order 
the  said  fVtlUam  Brisby  to  pay  to  the  said  Sarah  Hollist  the  sum 
of  one  pound  two  shillings,  being  the  costs  incurred  in  obtaining 
this  order  (b). 

Given  under  our  hand  and  seals  at  the  session  aforesaid, 

George  Wyndham,  (l.  s.)    J,  L.  Ellis,  (l.  s.) 

[Here  followed  the  supersedeas]. 

[The  order  was  indorsed  as  follows  : — 

"29th  April,  1848.  Delivered  a  copy  of  this  order  and  super- 
sedeas to  WiUiam  Brisby,  and  at  the  same  time  tendered  to  him 
eight  sovereigns  for  his  expenses  occasioned  by  the  application  for 
such  order.*^  Richard  Blagden. 

Order  (B). 

Sussex,  1  At  a  petty  session  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
to  wit.  J  for  the  county  (c)  of  Sussex,  holden  in  and  for  the  divi- 
sion (c)  of  Lower  Arundel,  in  the  said  county,  at  the  Town  Hall 
in  Petworth,  on  the  sixth  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty -eight,  before  us  John  Napper 
and  John  Luttman  Ellis,  Esquires,  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of 
the  peace  for  the  said  county. 

Whereas  one  Sarah  Hollist,  single  woman,  residing  at  Duncton, 
within  this  division  (c),  did  on  the  29th  day  of  April,  in  the  year 


(a)  Not  to  exceed  five  shillings. 
T7ds  larger  amount  for  the  six  weeks 
cannot  be  allowed,  unless  the  appli' 
cation  has  been  made  within  two 
calendar  months  qfter  the  birth.  If 
the  application  has  not  been  made 
within  this  time,  or  the  justices  do 
not  think  it  right  to  allow  that  or 
any  less  sum  for  the  birth,  erase  the 
words  in  ItaUcs^  and  proceed  thus : — 
{Not  to  exceed  two  shillings  and  six 


pence)  per  week,  from  the  said 
day  of       last,  being  the  day  upon 
which  such  application  was  made 
to  the  said  justice  as  aforesaid. 

(b)  If  the  magistrates  should  de- 
cide upon  allowing  such  expenses, 
insert  here,  and  the  sum  of  ten 
shillings  for  the  midwife. 

(c)  Or,  city,  borough,  or  other 
place,  as  the  case  may  be. 


1849. 

Brisbt's 
Case. 
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1849.        ^^  ^^^  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-eight,  haTii 

been  delivered  of  a  bastard  child  within  twelve  calendar  montl 

Brisby's  pfior  thereto,  make  application  to  John  LtUiman  EUiSy  Elsquir^- 
one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  acting  for  this 
for  a  summons  to  be  served  upon  one  WUUam  Brisby^  of  JfatC^m^  .jr 
mere,  in  the  county  of  Surrey^  grocer,  whom  she  alleged  to  ^  ^ 
father  of  the  said  child  (a),  and  the  said  justice  thereapon  issu^  ^ 
his  summons  to  the  said  William  Brisby,  to  appear  at  a  pel 
session  to  be  holden  on  this  day  for  this  division^  in  which  the 
justice  usually  acts,  to  answer  her  complaint  touching  the  premis—^  ^g^ 

And  whereas  the  said  William  Brishy  having  been  duly  serv^'  ed 
with  the  said  summons  within  forty  days  from  this  day  {b\  [<^er  nd 
now  appearing  in  pursfjtance  thereof '\  (c),  and  six  days  at  least  bef^bore 
this  day,  as  is  now  proved  before  us,  and  the  said  Sarah  Ho^^^Mist 
having  now  applied  to  us  the  justices  in  petty  sessions  assembl.  ^^d, 
for  an  order  upon  the  said  William  Brishy^  according  to  ^mhe 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided  :  And  it  b^  ^g 

now  proved  to  us,  [in  the  presefice  and  hearing  of  the  said "]  C^  ^), 

that  the  said  child  was,  since  (e)  the  passing  of  an  act  passecS  in 
the  eighth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled  ''  ^n 
Act  for  the  further  Amendment  of  the  laws  relating  to  the  Poa:sr  in 
England,"  that  is  to  §ay,  on  the  second  day  in  June^  iu  the  yett.:v  of 
our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-seven,  bor^si  a 
bastard  of  the  body  of  the  said  Sarah  HolUst. 

And  we  having  [in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  said ]  ^d)^ 

heard  the  evidence  of  such  woman,  and  such  other  evidence  a»  she 
hath  produced,  [and  having  also  heard  all  the  evidence  tend^^^red 
by  (/)  the  said ],  and  the  evidence  of  the  said  Sarah  Ho^^^^ 

(a)  When  the  application  is  made  (c)  If  the  defendant  do  not       ^V 

after  the  expiration  of  twelve  calen-  pear,   insert   here,    and    six     ^3aya 

dar  months  from  the  birth,  but  the  at  least  before  this  day,  as  is     '■low 

alleged  father  has  paid  money  for  proved  before  us  ;   or,  the  ^  ^™^ 

the  maintenance  of  the  child,  for  having  been  left  at  his  last  ^i^lacc 

the   word    within,    substitute    the  of  abode,  six  days  at  least  b^^f^^ 

words  more  than,  and    after    the  this  day,  as  is  now  proved  bi^^ore 

word  child    insert,  SLud    who  was  U8,  and  erase  the  words  iti  Itali^^'' 
proved  before  the  said  justice  to  (d)  Should  the  drfendant  no^^^^ 

have  paid  money  for  the  main  ten-  pear  erase  the  words  in  Italics. 
ance  of  the  said  child,  within  twelve  {e)    Or,    within    six     cale  ^^^ 

calendar  months  after  its  birth.  months  before. 

{b)  If  the  order  be  made  at  an  (f)  Should  the  defendant  ap^f^ 

adjourned  session,  insert  the  day  of  by  attorney  or  counsel,  it  wi^  ^ 

the    commencement  of  the  session,  then    only  necessary    to   eras^    ^^ 

adding  these  words,  from  which  day  word  by,  and  add,  on  behal/^  ^0 

the  hearing  of  this  case  has  been  but  should  he  not  appear  himself  or 

adjourned,  and  erase  the  words  this  by  attorney  or  counsel,  then  erue 

dav.  the  Italics, 
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the  mother  of  the  said  child,  having  been  corroborated  in 
Bome  material  particular  by  other  testimony  to  our  satisfac- 
tion, do  hereby  adjudge  the  said  WUliam  Brishy  to  be  the  puta- 
tive father  of  the  said  bastard  child ;  and  having  regard  to  lall 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  we  do  now  hereby  order  that  the 
said  fVUUam  Brisby  do  pay  unto  the  said  Sarah  HoUisty  the 
mother  of  the  said  bastard  child,  so  long  as  she  shall  live,  and  shall 
be  of  sound  mind,  and  shall  not  be  in  any  gaol  or  prison,  or  under 
sentence  of  transportation,  or  to  the  person  who  may  be  appointed 
to  have  the  custody  of  such  bastard  child  under  the  provisions  of 
the  said  statute,  the  sum  of  {a)  two  shillings  per  week  [per  week 
for  the  first  six  weeks  from  the  birth  of  the  said  child,  and  from  the 

expiration  of  such  six  weeks  the  sum  of per  week"]  from  the 

said  twenty-ninth  day  of  April  last,  until  the  said  child  shall  attain 
the  age  of  thirteen  years,  or  shall  die,  or  the  said  Sarah  Hollist  shall 
marry  :  And  we  do  hereby  further  order  the  said  William  Brisby  to 
pay  to  the  said  Sarah  /To/^^  the  sum  of  one  pound  seventeen  shillings 
and  sixpence,  being  the  costs  incurred  in  obtaining  this  order  (b). 
Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  at  the  session  aforesaid. 

John  Napper,  (l.  8.) 
•7.  L,  ElHs,  (l.  8.) 


1849. 

Brisby's 

Case. 


Creasy,  for  defendant. 

Firsty  at  the  time  when  the  second  order  was  made 
the  first  order  was  still  in  existence  ;  the  supersedeas 
was  therefore  inoperative,  and  the  second  order  void. 
The  same  reasoning  is  applicable  to  a  supersedeas  as  to 
am  abandonment.    R.  v.  Hinchcliffcy  10  Q.  B.  356  (c)  ; 


(a)  Not  to  exceed  five  shillings. 
This  larger  amount  for  the  six  weeks 
winot  be  allowed^  unless  the  appU' 
^tion  has  been  made  within  two 
mlendar  months  (rfter  the  birth.  If 
he  application  has  not  been  made 
oithm  this  time,  or  the  justices  do 
tot  think  it  right  to  allow  that  or 
my  less  sum  from  the  birth,  erase 
he  words  in  Italics,  and  proceed 
hus: — {not  to  exceed  two  shillings 
md  sixpence)  per  week,  from  the 
aid  day  of  last,  being  the 
lay  upon  which  such  application 
ras  made  to  the  said  justice  as 
foresaid. 

C6)  If  the  magistrates  should  de- 


cide upon  allowing  such  expenses 
insert  here,  and  the  sum  of  ten 
shillings  for  the  midwife. 

(c)  That  case  only  decides  that 
an  order  cannot  be  cancelled  by 
the  act  of  the  party  who  applied 
for  it,  unless  that  act  be  such,  as 
to  leave  the  party  sought  to  be 
affected  by  the  order,  exactly  in 
the  same  position  as  he  was  in 
before  the  order  was  obtained.  It 
decides  that  an  order  cannot  be 
cancelled  by  a  partial  abandon- 
ment: not,  that  an  order  cannot 
be  cancelled  by  any  abandonment, 
or  that  a  defective  order  is  good 
till  quashed  on  appeal. 
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1840.       S.  C.  16  L.  J.,  New  S.,  M.  C.  78  a  supersedeas  i 

Brisbt's    ™ere  nullity. 
Cwe,  CoLTMAN  J. — What  is  the  defect  in  the  first  orde 

Creasy.     The  directions  of  the   statute  were  ntoi 
complied  with  in  the  statement  as  to  the  making    ot 
the  order    "in  the  presence  and   hearing"   of  the 
witness.     It  was  admitted  at  the  trial  to  be  defective. 

Patteson  J. — ^The  notes  of  direction  in  the  schedule 
form  part  of  the  act. 

Creasy.  Firsti  what  is  a  supersedeas?  All  the 
old  forms  of  supersedeas  are  of  warrants  of  committal. 
I  can  find  none  of  an  order  like  this,  which  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  judicial  investigation  between  two  parties. 
There  are  instances  of  supersedeas'  of  orders  of  re- 
moval ;  but  they  are  mere  warrants  obtained  ex  parte^ 
and  are  so  termed  in  the  Poor  Law  Removal  Acts. 

Parke  B. — ^The  first  order  is  a  nullity  ;  it  cannot 
be  superseded.  It  differs  from  a  judgment,  which 
though  incorrect  is  good  till  reversed. 

Creasy.     Dalton  says  that  orders  are  judicial  acts. 

Parke  B. — But  the  order  here  is  on  its  face  a 
nullity,  therefore  why  adopt  a  mode  of  avoiding  it) 
which  is  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  error  ? 

Queasy.  The  order  is  good  till  avoided.  The 
defect  is  not  an  evident  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the 
justices,  but  a  defect  in  the  practical  course  of  the 
proceedings.  It  should  have  been  brought  up  by 
certiorari  and  quashed,  and  then  a  fresh  order  might 
have  been  made.  The  supersedeas  is  a  nullity.  In 
R.  V.  Inhabitants  of  Llanrhyddj  Burr's  Sett.  Cas. 
No.  204,  the  order  seems  to  have  been  abandoned 
by  consent.  The  power  to  make  orders  is  statutory; 
it  authorizes  the  making  of  one  order  and  one  only; 
when  that  is  made  the  justices'  power  is  exhausted, 
until  that  order  is  reduced  to  a  nullity.  {Paktj  on 
Convictions,  ch.  1;  B.  v.  Sainsbury^  4  T.  R.  451)- 
Under  the  stat.  4  &  5  Wm.  4,  c.  76,  s.  72,  applications 
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for  an  order  in  bastardy  must  have  been  made  to  the  1840. 
next  general  sessions  of  the  peace  ;  their  number  was  BBisBrt 
thereby  limited  to  one.  Stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  1,  Case, 
transferring  the  jurisdiction  to  the  petty  sessions, 
authorized  an  application  within  three  months  after 
the  chargeability  of  the  child  ;  it  evidently  contem- 
plated only  one  application.  Stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101, 
ss.  2,  3,  regulating  the  present  practice,  and  stat. 
8  Vict.  c.  10,  (containing  the  Schedule  of  Forms 
which  have  been  used  in  this  case),  do  not  alter  the 
practice  in  that  respect.  There  is  a  great  incon- 
venience in  leaving  justices  to  decide  whether  an 
order  is  a  nullity  or  no.  It  is  a  difficult  question ; 
there  is  great  liability  to  error ;  it  may  have  the  effect 
of  creating  two  good  concurrent  orders.  PridgeorCs 
case,  Sir  W.  Janes  Rep.  330 ;  2  Bulstrode,  355  ;  R. 
V.  Tennant,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1423  ;  R.  v.  Smith,  2  Bui- 
strode,  342,  shew  that  the  petty  sessions  and  quarter 
sessionshad  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  granting  bastardy 
orders ;  but  that  after  an  order  of  petty  sessions  had 
been  quashed  on  appeal  at  the  quarter  sessions,  no 
fresh  order  could  be  made  on  the  same  party.  Prid- 
gean^s  case,  and  R.  v.  Smithy  were  not  referred  to  in 
R.  V.  Justices  of  Bucks,  18  L.  J.  pt.  6,  New  S.,  M .  C. 
113;  S.  C.  3  New  Sess.  Cas.  500.  It  was  there  con- 
tended that  a  mere  application  for  an  order,  and  a 
simple  dismissal  of  such  application  exhausted  the 
power  of  the  justices ;  but  that  ground  need  not  be 
taken  here,  for  the  application  was  successful,  and  an 
order  made  thereon.  There  too  the  case  was  treated 
as  solely  a  question  of  evidence,  as  to  the  effect  of 
which  the  petty  sessions  were  to  be  deemed  exclusive 
judges,  whereas  in  the  above  cases  it  was  considered 
as  a  question  of  jurisdiction.'  There  too  Erle  J.  held 
that  a  prior  dismissal  on  the  merits,  if  proved,  was  a 
good  answer  to  a  second  application.  In  R.  v.  Jenkyn, 
cas.  temp.  Hardwicke,  fol.  ed.  only,  301 ;  S.  C.  2  Stra.^ 
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1849.       1050;  2  Old  Sess.  Gas.  229,  pi.  161,  it  was  held  tli.^t 
Brisby's     ^^^  justices  could  not  make  a  final  bastardy  ord^r. 
Case.        But  the  order  there  was  made  by  two  justices  out    of 
sessions ;  and  it  was  under  the  stat.  18  Eliz.  c.    3, 
which  gives  to  the  justices  a  mere  power  to  male 
orders,  in  no  way  partaking  of  the  character  of  judic/a/ 
decisions.     Here  the  order  is  made  in  petty  sessions, 
and  must  be  regarded  as  a  decision. 

Patteson  J. — These  orders  have  always  been 
treated  as  orders,  not  as  convictions. 

Creasy.  If  magistrates  have  once  allowed  overseers' 
accounts,  they  are  fundi  officio^  and  cannot  reconsider 
them  ;  and  a  warrant  once  granted  in  order  to  enforce 
such  allowance  cannot  be  suspended  for  the  purpose  of 
reconsidering  the  accounts.  {Barons  v.  Luscovihe, 
3  Ad.  &  E.  589).  A  poor  rate,  if  bad,  can  only  be  got 
rid  of  on  appeal.  (/?•  v.  Inhabitants  of  Fordham^ 
11  Ad.  &  E.  73). 

Parke  B. — That  is,  if  good  on  its  face. 

Creasy.  So  an  order  adjudicating  penalties  for 
fraudulently  removing  goods  to  avoid  a  distress  cannot 
be  amended  when  once  made.  Though  it  is  otherwise 
with  a  conviction.  {R.  v.  Justices  of  Cheshire^  5  Ad. 
&  E.  439).  Again,  orders  must  be  returned  to  the 
sessions,  and  therefore  until  actually  cancelled,  they 
cannot  be  treated  as  a  nullity. 

Johnson,  for  the  Crown. 

In  R.  V.  Hinchcliffe,  10  Q.  B.  356,  it  did  not  ap- 
pear whether  the  order  was  good  or  no  ;  the  circum- 
stances were  peculiar.  Here  the  order  is  clearly  bad 
on  its  face,  and  therefore  a  nullity.  If  the  justices 
cannot  grant  a  new  order,  on  the  ground  that  this 
order  must  be  first  quashed  on  appeal,  the  statutes 
might  in  many  cases  be  rendered  useless,  for  the  time 
for  making  a  fresh  application  might  have  elapsed. 
The  same  principles  must  prevail  whether  the  first 
application  be  granted  or  dismissed.     R.  v.  Jenkyn, 
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Cas.  temp.  Hardw.  301,  is  an  authoritj^  to  shew  that  if  1840. 
one  set  of  magistrates  dismiss  it,  another  set  may  en-  Bbisby'b 
tertain  it,  and  a^br^ion  if  one  set  have  made  a  totally  Case, 
invalid  order,  for  that  is  equivalent  to  doing  nothing  in 
the  matter  ;  it  is  neither  a  granting  of  the  application 
nor  a  dismissal  of  it.  The  power  of  justices  to  grant 
a  second  order  has  been  frequently  recognised.  (JR.  v. 
Bridgman,  2  New  Sess.  Cas.  232  ;  S.  C.  15  L.  J., 
M.  C.  44 ;  R.  v.  Justices  of  West  Riding,  2  Q.  B.  705 ; 
jR.  v.  St.  Pancras,  3  Q.  B.  352).  A  party  who  has 
obtained  a  Judge's  order,  has  a  rie;ht  to  abandon  it. 
{Maunder  w  Colletty  3  Comm.  B.  554;  McDougallv. 
Nicholls,  3  Ad.  &  E.  813).  It  is  true  that  a  party 
cannot  lawfully  be  put  twice  in  peril  for  the  same 
cause ;  but  he  cannot  be  said  to  have  been  once  in 
peril  where  the  first  proceeding  was  a  nullity.  A 
party  may  be  tried  twice  for  a  crime  where  the  first 
trial  is  void.  The  case  of  a  poor  rate  is  not  analogous ; 
it  is  not  made  by  the  justices,  but  by  the  rate  payers. 

Creasy  replied. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  first  order  was  clearly 
void  on  first  principles  ;  it  therefore  has  no  operation 
whatever.  If  after  that  a  good  order  is  made,  it  is  an 
oflfence  to  disobey  it,  for  which  the  defendant  is  liable 
to  be  indicted. 

Parke  B. — If  the  first  two  justices  had  refused  to 
make  the  order,  two  other  justices  might  make  it,  as 
the  statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  gives  general  jurisdic- 
tion to  any  two  justices.  Since  then  the  first  justices 
have  drawn  up  an  instrument  which  is  no  order  at  all, 
and  cannot  bind  the  putative  father,  it  ought  not  to  be 
treated  as  having  any  validity  as  regards  the  mother. 
We  need  not  now  consider  whether  R.  v.  Justices  of 
Bucks,  18  L.  J.,  New  S.,  M.  C.  113,  was  rightly 
decided,  or  whether  it  is  at  variance  with  R.  v.  Jenkyn^ 
Cas.  temp.  Hardw.  301. 
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Brisby's 
CaM. 


Patteson  J. — I  think  that  as  the  first  order 
bad  the  case  must  be  treated  as  though  it  had  n 
been  heard  at  all.     I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that 
It  had  been  heard  and  dismissed  on  the  merits,  t 
other  justices  could  entertain  it  and  make  an  ord 
But  that  question  does  not  arise  here.     For  the  ft  r%t 
order  is  waste  paper. 

CoLTMAN  J As  the  first  order  was  a  nullity,  there 

seems  to  be  no  reason  why  other  justices  should  not  be 
applied  to. 

V.  Williams,  J.  concurred. 


t 
if 

0 


r. 


184S.      THE  QUEEN  v.  JOHN  MATTOCKS  CHAPMAN. 


A.  was  in- 
dicted for 
making  a 
false  oath 
before  a  sor* 
rogate,  for 
the  purpose 
of  obtaining 
a  marriage 
license. 
Held,  1.  That 


The  defendant  was  convicted  at  the  last  Spring 
assizes  for  Somerset^  a.  d.  18499  before  the  Right  Hod. 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.  when  several  points  arising  on 
the  indictment  and  evidence  were  reserved  for  the 
decision  of  the  Judges,  under  the  stat.  11  &  12  Vict. 
c.  78. 

[A  copy  of  the  indictment  is  given  below.     The 
has  a  general  several  objections  appear  in  the  report  of  the  aigu- 

ment]. 

The  case  was  argued  on  2nd  June,  1849,  before 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Pauke  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Colt- 
man  J.,  V.  Williams  J. 

Phinn  for  the  prisoner. 

1.  The  indictment  was  not  sustained  by  the  evi- 
dence.    The  affidavit  as  set  out  does  not  shew  that 


power  to  ad- 
minister an 
oath  in  that 
behalf,  so  as 
to  make  a 
false  oath 
a  misde- 
meanor. 
2.  That  such 
false  oath  is 
a  misdemea- 
nor as  being 
made  with 
a  fraudulent 
intention  in 
a  matter  of  public  concern. 

3.  That  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  marriage  actually  took  place  or  no. 

4.  Quare,  whether  such  false  oath  be  indictable  as  perjury  i 


the  allegations  were  in  the  form  of  an  oath. 
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2.  It   was   not   proved   that   the   surrogate   could       1849. 
idminiscer  this  oath  to  this  person.  Chapman's 

3.  The  four  first  counts  do  not  state  an   offence       ^^®- 
mown  to  the  law. 

4.  It  is  not  perjury,  or  anything  in  the  nature  of 
perjury,  to  make  such  an  oath  falsely. 

1.  Is  the  instrument  set  out  an  affidavit?  Did  the 
prisoner  by  subscribing  this  statement  take  an  oath  ? 
t  is  averred  that  he  did  depose  and  swear  in  sub- 
itance  and  to  the  effect  following.  This  is  a  mere 
•ecital  of  the  substance  of  his  oath.  In  Howorth  v. 
Hubbersty^  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  455,  an  affidavit  with  the 
woxA  **  said,"  instead  of  *'  saith,"  was  held  insufficient. 

2.  Ever  since  Lord  HoWs  time  it  has  been  a  ques- 
ion  if  perjury  could  be  assigned  on  an  oath  taken 
)efore  an  Ecclesiastical  Court.  The  granting  licenses 
s  part  of  the  voluntary  jurisdiction  of  such  Courts. 

Licenses  seem  to  have  sprung  out  of  the  canons  of 
he  Council  of  Trent.  Before  that  time  it  was  not 
lecessary  to  solemnize  marriages  in  fade  ecclesicB, 
hough  banns  were  required  as  early  as  the  Council 
)f  Lateran.  Papal  dispensations  were  then  granted 
Tom  time  to  time  upon  various  conditions.  By  stat. 
lb  Hen.  8,  c.  21,  s.  4-8,  this  power  of  granting  dispensa- 
ions  and  licenses  was  transferred  from  the  Pope  to 
he  Archbishop  of  Canterbury.  (Gibson's  Codex,  424 ; 
^  Strype's  Life  of  Whitgift,  380).  But  no  oath  was 
hen  required  as  a  condition  precedent  to  granting 
f^ese  licenses. 

Thus  the  matter  stood  till  the  canons  of  1603  were 
axned,  which  do  not  bind  the  laity.  The  102nd 
.Hon  specifies  the  condition  on  which  licenses  are  to 

granted  ;  and  the  103rd  for  the  first  time  imposes 

cDath  before  the  granting  of  the  license.  (4  Philli- 
>J-e's  Burn's  Eccl.  Law,  2  Appendix,  659.)  The 
^^ter  remained  in  this  state  up  to  the  stat.  3  Geo.  4, 
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1849.  c.  75,  except  that  certain  acts  of  Parliament  imposed 
Chapman's  duties  upon  licenses.  Lord  ffardwicke's  Aci^  26  GeoX 
Case.  c.  33,  did  not  in  any  way  afiect  it.  The  8th  &  9th 
sections  of  Stat.  3  Geo.  4,  c.  75,  requiring  an  oath  pre- 
viously to  the  granting  a  license  are  immaterial,  as 
the  whole  act  is  repealed  by  stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  76. 
But  it  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  that  stat.  3  Geo.  4, 
c.  75,  s.  10,  expressly  made  it  perjury  to  obtain  a 
license  by  a  false  oath  taken  before  a  surrogate; 
whereas  the  stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  which  is  the  ex- 
isting act  respecting  marriages,  while  it  repealed  the 
previous  acts,  except  so  far  as  they  repealed  others, 
did  not  in  section  14  iptroduce  any  such  express  pro- 
vision making  the  obtaining  a  license  by  a  false  oath 
perjury,  as  had  existed  in  stat.  3  Geo.  4,  c.  75,  8.  10. 
It  incorporates  the  rule  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  as 
expressed  in  the  canons  of  1603  into  the  statute  law, 
but  it  does  not  make  a  false  oath  perjury.  The  ouly 
penal  sections  of  the  statute  are  the  21st  and  23rd. 
Therefore,  by  the  statute  law  the  surrogate  is  em- 
powered to  administer  an  oath,  but  there  is  no  pro- 
vision that  the  offence  of  taking  a  false  oath  before 
him  amounts  to  perjury.  If  the  surrogate  could  be 
considered  a  Court,  the  offence  would  be  perjury  ;  but 
then  the  oath  must  have  been  administered  to  the 
proper  person,  which  was  not  the  case  here,  although 
the  prisoner  represented  himself  to  be  so. 

From  the  time  of  Lord  Holt  until  now  this  matter 
has  been  vexata  questio,  and  as  in  almost  every  case 
the  prisoner  has  been  acquitted,  the  point  has  been 
rarely  considered.  {Bishop  of  St.  JDavicfs  v.  Lucy^ 
1  Lord  Raym.  447,  451,  per  Lord  Holt).  In  Al^- 
ander^s  case,  1  Leach's  cases,  34,  the  question  was  dis- 
cussed several  times,  but  the  prisoner  died  in  New- 
gate before  it  was  decided.  R.  v.  Foster^  R.  &  R. 
459,  leaves  it  uncertain  ;  the  decision  may  rest  on  one 
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or  other  of  two  grounds.  It  was  decided  a.  d.  1821,  184S. 
before  the  passing  of  stat.  3  Geo.  4,  c.  75.  The  chapman'r 
Judges  there  held  that  taking  a  false  oath  before  a  C^^- 
surrogate  was  not  perjury ;  but  why  ?  it  might  be 
either  because  a  surrogate  had  no  power  to  administer 
an  oath  at  common  law ;  or  not  to  the  particular 
person  in  that  case ;  or  that  the  oath  was  not  taken  in 
the  course  of  a  judicial  proceeding.  It  seems  clear, 
in  the  absence  of  authorities  either  way,  that  the 
granting  of  licenses  is  part  of  the  voluntary  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court.  The  Ecclesiastical  Courts  selected 
the  persons  to  whom  the  licenses  were  granted ;  they 
might  grant  them  or  refuse  them  at  pleasure;  they 
usually  granted  them  magnatibus  et  proceribuSj  not  to 
any  persons  of  mean  degree.  Sanchez,  de  Matrimonio, 
Liber  iii.  Disp.  8,  after  discussing  the  question  con- 
cludes thus: — ''  Hinc  infertur  banc  causae  cogni^ 
tionem  posse  fieri  ab  ordinario  sine  ordine  et  figur& 
judicii,  et  testibus  non  receptis  in  forma  judicii,  nee 
jurantibus,  Prob.  quia  non  est  judicialis  sed  ad  infor- 
naationem  conscientiae  ordinarii."  And  in  Disp.  19,  he 
considers  the  difference  between  contentious  and  volun-* 
tary  jurisdiction.  This  then  was  an  oath  taken  before  a 
mere  ministerial  officer,  and  therefor^  was  not  perjury. 
All  the  statutes,  under  which  such  an  oath  is  the  sub- 
ject of  perjury,  have  express  provisions  to  that  effect. 
(2  Greaves'  Russell).  The  omission  of  such  provision 
in  Stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  s.  14,  seems  to  have  been 
made  advisedly.  Further,  the  surrogate  had  no 
power  to  administer  this  oath  to  this  person. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  —Is  there  any  doubt  that  he 
had?  You  cannot  make  the  power  of  granting  the 
license  depend  on  the  fact  of  the  party,  who  applies 
for  it,  telling  the  truth. 

3.  As  to  the  four  first  counts,  charging  this  offence 
as  a  misdemeanor.      They  are  not  supported  by  the 

VOL.  I.  H    H 
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1849.        ^^  ^^^  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-eight,  haTing 
been  delivered  of  a  bastard  child  within  twelve  calendar  months 


Ca  *         prior  thereto,  make  application  to  John  Luttman  EJUs^  Esquire, 
one  of  her  Majesty^s  justices  of  the  peace,  acting  for  this  division, 
for  a  summons  to  be  served  upon  one  William  Brisby,  of  Haslet' 
mere,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  grocer,  whom  she  alleged  to  be 
father  of  the  said  child  (a),  and  the  said  justice  thereupon  issued 
his  summons  to  the  said   William  Brisbyy  to  appear  at  a  petty 
session  to  be  holden  on  this  day  for  this  division,  in  which  the  said 
justice  usually  acts,  to  answer  her  complaint  touching  the  premises. 
And  whereas  the  said  William  Brisby  having  been  duly  served 
with  the  said  summons  within  forty  days  from  this  day  (Jj),  [and 
now  appearing  in  pursuance  thereof '\  (c),  and  six  days  at  least  before 
this  day,  as  is  now  proved  before  us,  and  the  said  Sarah  HoUitt 
having  now  applied  to  us  the  justices  in  petty  sessions  assembled, 
for  an   order  upon   the  said    William  Brisby,  according  to  tlie 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided  :  And  it  being 

DOW  proved  to  us,  [m  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  said ]  (d), 

that  the  said  child  was,  since  (e)  the  passing  of  an  act  passed  in 
the  eighth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled  '^  An 
Act  for  the  further  Amendment  of  the  laws  relating  to  the  Poor  in 
England,"  that  is  to  ^ay,  on  the  second  day  in  June,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-seven,  bom  a 
bastard  of  the  body  of  the  said  Sarah  ffollist. 

And  we  having  [tw  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  said ]  (rf), 

heard  the  evidence  of  such  woman,  and  such  other  evidence  as  she 
hath  produced,  [and  having  also  heard  all  the  evidence  tendered 
by  (/)  the  said ],  and  the  evidence  of  the  said  Sarah  HoUist, 

(a)  When  the  application  is  made         (c)  If  the  defendant  do  not  ^- 
after  the  expiration  of  twelve  calen-     pear,   insert   here,    and    six 


dar  months  from  the  birth,  but  the  at  least  before  this  day,  as  is  now 

alleged  father  has  paid  money  for  proved  before  us ;   or,  the  same 

the  maintenance  of  the  child,  for  having  been  left  at  his  last  place 

the   word    within,    substitute    the  of  abode,  six  days  at  least  before 

words  more  than,  and   qfter   the  this  day,  as  is  now  proved  before 

word   child    insert,  2ind    who  was  us,  and  erase  the  words  in  Italics. 
proved  before  the  said  justice  to  id)  Should  the  drfendant  not  op- 

have  paid  money  for  the  mainten-  pear  erase  the  words  in  Italics. 
ance  of  the  said  child,  within  twelve  (e)    Or,    within    six    calendar 

calendar  months  after  its  birth.  months  before. 

(5)  If  the  order  be  made  at  an  if)  Should  the  defendant  appear 

adjourned  session,  insert  the  day  of  by  attorney  or  counsel,  it  will  be 

the    commencement  of  the  session,  then    only  necessary    to   erase  the 

adding  these  words,  from  which  day  word  by,  and  add,  on  behalf  of; 

the  hearing  of  this  case  has  been  but  should  he  not  appear  himself  or 

Sid}ourned,  and  erase  the  words  ihiH  by  attorney  or  counsel,  then  ers$e 

dav.  the  ItaUcs, 
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that  the  oath  was  taken  with  intent  thereby  to  obtain       1849. 
a  marriage  license,  and  that  a  marriage  was  thereby   chapman's 
solemnized.    As  it  now  stands  it  is  a  bare  lie  to  a       ^k- 
public  officer. 

These  counts  are  clearly  founded  on  the  suggestions 
in  R.  V.  Foster^  R.  &  R.  459,  which  are  extrajudicial ; 
and  it  is  difficult  to  make  out  from  the  report  what  the 
Judges  really  did  say ;  for  the  marginal  note  goes 
further  than  the  report,  and  seems  to  imply  that  the 
false  oath  becomes  a  matter  of  public  concern  if  the 
marriage  is  celebrated,  but  that  up  to  the  time  of  the 
marriage  has  the  party  a  locus  pcenitentuB. 

Perhaps  if  two  or  more  persons  had  been  concerned 
in  the  false  swearing,  it  would  have  been  punishable  as 
a  conspiracy  ;  but  being  the  act  of  only  one,  it  is  not 
punishable  at  all. 

It  may  be  said  that  this  is  a  false  personation,  and 
therefore  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law.  That  is  ques- 
tionable. Formerly  it  was  not  uncommon  to  personate 
bail,  and  difficult  to  punish  except  by  the  power  of  the 
Court.     It  needed  a  statute  to  make  it  felony. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — Yes,  to  make  it  ?l  felony ^  but 
as  a  contempt  it  was  a  misdemeanor  and  indictable 
as  such. 

Phinn.  All  the  cases  cited  in  East,  P.  C,  about 
personation  are  conspiracies,  with  one  exception. 
Moreover,  the  word  **  personate*'  does  not  occur  in  this 
indictment,  and  that  the  word  is  vocabulum  artisj  and 
therefore  cannot  be  omitted. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — Is  there  any  authority  for 
saying  that  '^  personate"  is  a  word  of  art? 

Phinn.     No,  except  from  analogy. 
•     Fitzherbert  for  the  Crown. 

The  3rd  and  5th  counts  are  good. 

First.  Had  the  surrogate  competent  authority  to 
administer  the  oath  ?    Stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  s.  14, 

H  H  2 
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1849.      gives  him  no  authority,  but  it  leaves  his  power  just 

Chapman's  ^^^^^  ^^  Stood  at  the  time  of  the  103rd  canon. 

Case*  Parke  B. — You  say  the  statute  is  not  an  enabling 

Statute. 

FitzhetberU  I  do  :  and  there  never  was  any 
question  that  the  surrogate  was  the  proper  party  to 
administer  the  oath. 

CoLTMAN  J.— How  did  he  get  the  power  ?  He  could 
not  get  it  by  the  canon  of  1603. 

Fitzkerbert.  No,  he  had  it  before.  The  canons  of 
1603  are  always  taken  ^i&primd  facie  evidence  of  what 
the  canon  law  was  at  the  time  of  their  promulgation ; 
though  they  have  no  positive  obligation  of  themselves. 
jR.  V.  Verelstf  3  Camp.  432.  The  power  of  adminis- 
tering an  oath  always  existed  in  the  surrogate  as  an 
ecclesiastical  Judge  ;  stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  s.  II,  pro- 
vides that  no  license  shall  be  issued  when  a  caveat  is 
entered  ;  it  is  hence  clear  that  the  matter  may  become 
a  judicial  proceeding. 

Parke  B. — How  do  you  get  over  JR.  v.  Foster ^  R. 
&  R.  460,  unless  you  rest  your  power  on  stat.  4  Geo.  4, 
c.  76? 

Fitzkerbert.  That  case  is  decisive  in  my  favour 
as  to  the  misdemeanor.  But  as  to  the  perjury  it  is 
clearly  erroneous,  for  R.  v.  Verelst^  3  Camp.  432, 
shews  that  perjury  might  be  assigned  for  a  false  oath 
before  a  surrogate ;  and  that  case  does  not  seem  to 
have  been  noticed  in  R.  v.  Foster^  R.  &  R.  460. 

Parke  B. — ^That  was  only  a  dictum  of  Lord  Ellen* 
BOROUGH,  and  the  case  ended  in  an  acquittal. 

Fitzkerbert  referred  to  R.  v.  Beck^  2  Strange,  1160, 
Shaw  V,  Thompson^  Cro.  Eliz.  609 ;  Plaice  v.  Hawe^ 
Id.  185,  as  not  referred  to  in  R.  v.  Foster^  R.  &  R.  460.- 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — Perhaps  it  would  be  better 
simply  to  protest  against  the  doctrine  that  perjury  will 
not  lie  for  a  false  oath  before  a  surrogate,  and  rely  on 
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the  point  as  to  the  misdemeanor.     There  is  a  great       1849. 
deal  in  what  you  have  said  on  the  other  point,  but  it  is   chapman'« 
not  required  here.  Case. 

Fitzherbert.  Secondly.  If  the  proceedings  before 
the  surrogate  be  judicial,  then  the  charge  of  peijury 
can  be  maintained.  {R.  v.  Thompson^  SChitty  Cr.  Law, 
713,  Precedent  and  Editor's  note.  R.  v.  Mawhey  and 
Others,  6  T.  R.  619).  But  if  not  judicial,  it  is  a 
matter  affecting  the  public,  and  cannot  be  guarded 
against  by  ordinary  care ;  it  is  therefore  a  misde- 
meanor. {R.  V.  Wheatly,  2  Burr.  1127,  9,  per 
Lord  Mansfield  C.  J.,  and  Wilmot  J.,i2.  v.  Osbomj 
3  Burr.  1697.  R.  v.  Young,  3  T.  R.  104,  per 
Duller  J.)  The  mere  personation  is  indictable  (i2. 
V.  de  Beauvoivj  7  C.  &  P.  17).  To  obstruct  the  execu- 
tion of  an  act  of  Parliament  is  a  misdemeanor  at 
common  law.     (/?•  v.  Smith,  2  Doug.  441). 

It  is  sufficient  if  part  of  the  oath  is  false,  (i?.  \.  Jones, 
2  B.  &  Ad.  611).  As  to  the  license  not  being  in 
writing,  Walter  v.  Rumbal,  1  Lord  Raym.  53,  and 
Wilson  V.  Nightingale,  8  Q.  B.  1034,  were  cited. 

Phinn  replied. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  think  I  was  perhaps  over 
cautious  in  reserving  this  case.  It  seems  clearly  a 
misdemeanor.  The  prisoner  goes  to  a  public  officer 
and  takes  a  false  oath  to  get  a  license;  whether  the 
marriage  was  or  was  not  celebrated  in  consequence  is 
immaterial ;  any  step  taken  with  a  view  to  the  com- 
mission of  a  misdemeanor,  is  a  misdemeanor.  The 
officer  has  possessed  and  executed  the  power  of  admin- 
istering an  oath  since  1603,  and  by  a  late  act  of  Par- 
liament is  empowered  to  do  so  in  consimili  casu.  I 
pronounce  no  opinon  on  the  question  of  perjury. 

Parke  B. — The  3rd  count  is  supported.  It  is  there 
distinctly  averred  that    the    prisoner  swore    falsely 
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1849.  respecting  Sarah  Fry :  any  one  material  feet  felsely 
Chapman's  s^orn  to,  is  sufficient  to  support  the  charge.  Then  as 
Cms.  the  false  oath  is  sufficiently  alleged,  the  only  question 
is  as  to  the  surrogate's  power  to  administer  the  oath  ; 
not  such  an  oath  as  will  support  an  assignment  of  per- 
jury, but  as  will  make  a  party  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor. By  the  canon  law  the  surrogate  had  such 
power.  To  make  a  false  oath,  in  order  to  procure  a 
marriage  license  from  an  officer  empowered  to  grant 
such  license,  is  a  misdemeanor ;  because  it  is  a  step 
towards  the  accomplishment  of  a  misdemeanor.  The 
actual  celebration  of  the  marriage  is  immaterial.  Any- 
thing essentially  connected  with  marriage,  is  a  matter 
of  public  concern,  and,  therefore,  may  involve  criminal 
consequences. 

Patteson  J. — The  general  power  in  a  surrogate  to 
administer  an  oath  is  sufficient.  The  stat.  4  Geo.  4, 
c.  76,  seems  to  assume  that  power.  The  argument 
drawn  from  the  fact,  that  the  prisoner  was  not  the  real 
person,  would  make  the  very  fraud  committed  by  him 
a  ground  of  defence.  The  intent  is  sufficiently  ex- 
pressed ;  the  third  count  is  free  from  objection. 
CoLTM AN  J.,  V.  Williams  J.,  concurred. 

Verdict  entered  on  the  third  count. 

Copy  of  the  Indictment, 

Somersetshire^  ^  The  jurors  for  our  sovereign  Lady  the  Queen, 
to  wit.        J  upon  their  oath  present,  that  heretofore,  to  wit, 
at  the  city  of  JVeUs^  in  the  county  of  Somerset^  and  in  the  diocese 
of  Bath  and  WeUs^  on  the  twenty-seventh  day  of  Jtdy^  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-eight,  one 
fViUiam  Jamesy  clerk,  was  a  surrogate  for  the  diocese  of  Bath  and 
Welh^  having  authority  to  grant  licenses  for  marriages  therdn,  and 
that  one  John  Mattochs  Chapman,  of  the  city  of  Wells  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  and  diocese  aforesaid,  labourer,  then  and  there  ap- 
plied to  the  said  WUliam  James,  then  and  there  being  such  sur- 
rogate as  aforesaid,  to  grant  a  license  for  the  solemnization  of  a 
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larriage  at  the  parish  of  TFihon^  in  the  said  county  and  diocese,        1849. 

etween  one  Joseph  Baker  and  one  Sarah  Fry,Bnd  that  the  said  John 

faUoeks  ChapmaUf  unlawfolly  contriving  and  intending  to  deceive  rj^"^**  * 
le  said  WUUam  James^  as  such  surrogate  as  aforesaid,  and  to  ob* 
lio  from  him  such  license  for  the  said  marriage,  in  fraud  and 
iolation  of  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  passed  in  the 
»oith  year  of  his  late  Majesty  King  George  the  Fourth,  intituled 
An  Act  for  amending  the  Laws  respecting  the  solemnization  of 
Carriages  in  Englandy**  did,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  from  the 
lid  fFUliam  James,  as  such  surrogate  as  aforesaid,  such  license 
•r  marriage  as  aforesaid,  knowingly,  wilfully,  fraudulently,  and 
alawfully  then  and  there  produce  before  the  said  WUUam  James 
certain  affidavit  in  writing,  and  then  and  there  before  the  said 
VUUam  James^  as  such  surrogate  as  aforesaid,  in  due  form  of  law 
as  sworn,  and  took  his  corporal  oath  upon  the  Holy  Gospel  of 
rod  concerning  the  truth  of  the  matters  contained  in  the  said 
fidavit,  (he,  the  said  WUUam  Jamesy  then  and  there  having  a 
.wful  and  competent  power  and  authority  as  such  surrogate,  to 
Iminister  the  said  oath  to  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  in 
lat  behalf),  and  that  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  being  so 
irorn  as  aforesaid,  before  the  said  WUUam  James,  as  such  surrogate 
I  aforesaid,  having  such  power  and  authority  to  administer  the 
lid  oath  as  aforesaid,  did,  for  the  purpose  of  thereby  then  and 
lere  obtaining  such  license  for  the  marriage  of  the  said  Joseph 
bilker  with  the  said  SaraJi  Fry,  felsely,  corruptly,  knowingly, 
ilfiilly,  fraudulently  and  unlawfully,  in  and  by  the  said  affidavit  in 
riting,  then  and  there  depose  and  swear,  amongst  other  things, 
I  substance  and  to  the  effect  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  the 
ame  of  him  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  Joseph  Baker, 
id  that  he  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  one  of  the 
arties  for  whose  marriage  a  license  was  then  and  there  applied  for, 
ad  that  he  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  a  yeoman,  and 
lat  he  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  a  widower,  and  that  the 
lid  Sarah  Fry  being  the  other  of  the  parties,  for  whose  marriage 
license  was  then  and  there  applied  for,  had  had  her  usual  place 
r  abode  within  the  said  parish  of  Wilton,  in  the  county  of  Somer-^ 
ft,  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  then  last  past ;  whereas,  in  truth 
ud  in  fiict,  the  name  of  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  not 
oseph  Baker :  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  foct,  the  said  John 
iaitocks  Chapman  was  not  one  of  the  parties  for  whose  marriage 
license  was  then  applied  for :  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
xe  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  not  a  yeoman :  and  whereas, 
1  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  not  a 
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1 840.        widower :  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  Sarah  Fry 

-;-  had  not  had  her  usual  place  of  abode  within  the  said  parish  of 

^^^^'^  ^  WiUon  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  last  then  past,  all  and  every  of 
which  last-mentioned  premises  were  to  the  said  John  MtUtocks 
Chapman  then  and  there  well  known,  by  means  of  which  said  false 
oath,  so  falsely,  corruptly,  knowingly,  wilfully,  fraudnlenUy  and 
anlawfally  taken  by  the  said  John  Mattochs  Chapman  as  aforesaid, 
the  said  John  Mattochs  Chapman  did  then  and  there  unlawfully 
obtaui  from  the  said  William  James,  as  such  surrogate  as  aforesud, 
a  license  for  the  solemnization  of  a  marriage  at  the  parish  of 
WiUon,  in  the  said  county  and  diocese,  between  the  said  Joseph 
Baker  and  the  said  Sarah  Fry^  the  said  William  JameSj  at  the 
time  he  so  granted  the  said  license,  believing  the  said  oath  of  the 
said  John  Mattochs  Chapman  to  be  true,  to  the  evil  example  of  all 
others  in  the  like  case  offending,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Second  Count,  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  further  present,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  at  the  city  of  Wells  aforesaid,  in  the  county  afore- 
said, and  in  the  diocese  of  Bath  and  Wells,  the  said  WUUam 
James,  clerk,  then  and  there  was  a  surrogate  for  the  diocese  of 
BcUh  and  Wells,  having  authority  to  grant  licenses  for  marriages 
therein,  and  that  the  said  John  Mattochs  Chapman  then  and  there 
applied  to  the  said  William  James,  then  and  there  bdng  such 
surrogate  as  aforesaid,  to  grant  a  license  for  the  solemnization  of  a 
marriage  at  the  parish  of  Wilton,  in  the  said  county  and  diocese, 
between  the  said  Joseph  Baker  and  the  said  Sarah  Fry,  and  that 
the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  unlawfully  contriving  and  in- 
tending to  deceive  the  said  William  James,  as  such  surrogate  as 
aforesaid,  and  fraudulently  to  obtain  from  him  such  license  for  the 
said  marriage,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  from  the  said  William 
James,  as  such  surrogate  as  aforesaid,  such  license  for  marriage  as 
aforesaid,  in  due  form  of  law  was  sworn  and  took  his  corporal  oath 
upon  the  Holy  Gospel  of  God;  and  that  the  said  John  Mattocks 
Chapman  being  so  sworn  as  aforesaid,  before  the  said  WilHam 
James,  as  such  surrogate  as  aforesaid,  (he,  the  said  William  James, 
then  and  there  having  a  lawful  and  competent  power  and  authority 
as  such  surrogate,  to  administer  the  said  oath  to  the  said  John 
Mattocks  Chapman  in  that  behalf),  did,  for  the  purpose  of  thereby, 
then  and  there  obtaining  such  license  for  the  marriage  of  the  said 
Joseph  Baker  with  the.  said  Sarah  Fry,  falsely,  corruptly,  know- 
ingly, wilfully,  fraudulently  and  unlawfully  then  and  there  swear, 
amoug^jt  otber  things,  in  substance  and  to  the  effect  following,  that 
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8  to  say,  that  the  name  of  him  the  said  John  MaUock»  Chapman        1849. 

ras  Joseph  Baker,  and  that  he  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman 

ras  one  of  the  parties  for  whose  marriage  a  license  was  then  and      ^^^l^'^  * 

here  applied  for,  and  that  he  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman 

ras  a  yeoman,  and  that  he  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was 

I  widower,  and  that  the  said  Sarah  Fry  being  the  other  of  the 

Mirties  for  whose  marriage  a  license  was  then  and  there  applied  for, 

lad  had  her  usual  place  of  abode  within  the  said  parish  of  WUtonj 

Q  the  county  of  Somerset,  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  last  past : 

rhereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  name  of  the  said  John  Mattocks 

"Chapman  was  not  Joseph  Baker :  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in 

JEU^t,  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  not  one  of  the  parties 

br  whose  marriage  a  license  was  then  applied  for :  and  whereas,  in 

ruth  and  in  fact,  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  not  a 

'eoman  :  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  John  Mattocks 

?hapman  was  not  a  widower :  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 

he  said  Sarah  Fry  had  not  had  her  usual  place  of  abode  within 

he  said  parish  of  fVUton,  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  then  last 

laat,  all  and  every  of  which  last- mentioned  premises  were  to  the 

aid  John  Mattocks  Chapman  then  and  there  well  known.     By 

Deans  of  which  said  false  oath,  so  falsely,  corruptly,  knowingly, 

wilfully,  fraudulently  and  unlawfully  taken  by  the  said  John  Mattocks 

Chapman  as  aforesaid,  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  did  then 

lod  there  unlawfully  obtain  from  the  said  WiUiam  James,  so  being 

uch  surrogate  as  aforesaid,  a  license  for  the  solemnization  of  a 

narriage  at  the  said  parish  of  Wilton,  in  the  said  county  and 

liocese,  between  the  said  Joseph  Baker  and  the  said  Sarah  Fry, 

he  said  WiUiam  James,  at  the  time  he  so  granted  the  said  license, 

relieving  the  said  oath  of  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  to  be 

rue,  to  the  evil  example  of  all  others  in  the  like  case  offending, 

ind  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and 

lignity. 

Third  Count,  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
taid,  do  further  present,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
^ear  aforesaid,  at  the  city  of  Wells  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
ind  in  the  diocese  of  Bath  and  Wells,  the  said  William  James, 
clerk),  then  and  there  was  a  surrogate  for  the  said  diocese  of 
Bath  and  Wells,  having  authority  to  grant  licenses  for  marriages 
herein,  and  that  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  then  and  there 
ipplied  to  the  said  William  James,  then  and  there  being  such 
surrogate  as  aforesaid,  to  grant  a  license  for  the  solemnization  of  a 
narriage  at  the  parish  of  Wilton,  in  the  said  county  and  diocese, 
jetwcen  the  said  Joseph  Baker  and  the  said  Sarah  Fry,  and  that 
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1849.        ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  MaUocki   Chapman^    uDlawfolly  contriving  and 
ioteodiog  to  obtain  from  the  said  fFUUam  Jatrnm,  as  anch  nir- 


^^p'"^'*'*  rogatOy  such  license  for  the  sud  marriage,  in  frand  and  Ttolatioo  of 
the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  passed  in  the  fiMortfa  yesr 
of  his  Ute  Majesty  King  George  the  Fourth,  intituled  <*  An  Actfiv 
amending  the  Laws  respecting  the  Solemnization  of  Marriages  m 
England,**  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  from  the  said  WUBtam 
Jameiy  as  such  surrogate  as  aforesaid,  such  license  ibr  marriage  u 
aforesaid,  then  and  there  before  the  said  WWiam  JamUf  as  such 
surrogate  as  aforesaid,  in  due  form  of  law  was  sworn,  and  took  his 
corporal  oath  upon  the  Holy  Grospel  of  God,  and  that  the  said  JoAa 
Mattocks  Chapman  being  so  sworn  as  aforesaid  before  the  said 
William  James^  as  such  surrogate  as  aforesaid  (he  the  said  WUtum 
JameSf  then  and  there  having  a  lawful  and  competent  power  and 
authority  as  such  surrogate,  to  admimster  the  sud  oath  to  the  said 
John  Mattocks  Chapman  in  that  behalf),  did  fw  the  purpose  of 
thereby  then  and  there  obtaining  such  license  for  the  marriage  of 
the  said  Joseph  Baker  with  the  sud  Sarah  Fry^  folsely,  cormptlj, 
knowingly,  wilfully,  fraudulently  and  unlawfully  then  and  there 
swear,  amongst  other  things,  in  substance  and  to  the  effect  following, 
that  is  to  say,  that  the  name  of  him  the  said  John  Mattocks  Ckapnum 
was  Joseph  Baker j  and  that  he  the  said  John  Mattocks  Che^pman  was 
one  of  the  parties  for  whose  marriage  a  license  was  then  and  there 
applied  for,  and  that  he  the  saidyoAn  Mattocks  Chapman  was  a  yeo- 
man, and  that  he  the  sfud  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  a  widower, 
and  that  the  said  Sarah  Fry  being  the  other  of  the  parties  for  whose 
marriage  a  license  was  then  and  there  applied  for,  had  had  her 
usual  place  of  abode  within  the  said  parish  of  WUtony  in  the  ooontj 
of  Somerset^  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  then  last  past.  Wheress, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  name  of  the  said  John  Mattocks  Ckapman 
was  not  Joseph  Baker  ;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said 
John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  not  one  of  the  parties  for  whose  msr- 
riage  a  license  was  then  applied  for ;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  io 
fact,  the  said  Jokn  Mattocks  Chapman  was  not  a  yeoman ;  and 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  John  Mattocks  Ckapman  was 
not  a  widower ;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  sud  Sarah 
Fry  had  not  had  her  usual  place  of  abode  within  the  said  parish  of 
Wilton^  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  then  last  past,  all  and  every  of 
which  last  mentioned  premises  were  to  the  said  Jokn  Mattodu 
Chapman  then  and  there  well  known.  By  means  of  which  said 
false  oath  so  falsely,  corruptly,  knowingly,  wilfully,  fraudulently) 
and  unlawfully  taken  by  the  said  John  Mattocks  Ckapmany  as 
aforesaid,  the  said  John  Mattocks  Ckapman  did  then  and  thtft 
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JolawfoUy  obtain  from  the  sud  WUUam  James^  so  being  such        1849« 

imrogate  as  aforesaid,  a  license  for  the  solemnization  of  a  marriage 

It  the  parish  of  WUkm,  in  the  said  county  and  diocese,  between  ^"q[J^'''* 
he  said  Jo9epk  Baker  and  the  sud  Sarah  Fry^  the  said  WUUam 
fames,  at  the  time  he  so  granted  the  said  license,  belieying  the  said 
lath  of  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  to  be  true ;  to  the  evil 
izmmple  of  all  others  in  the  like  case  offending,  and  against  the 
leace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

J^aurth  Count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
«id,  do  further  present  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
ibresaid,  at  the  city  of  WeUs  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  the 
aid  WUUam  James^  derk,  then  and  there  was  a  surrogate  for  the 
liocese  of  BcUh  and  WeUsj  having  authority  to  grant  licenses  for 
Dsrriages  therein ;  and  that  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  then 
ind  there  applied  to  the  said  WUliam  James,  then  and  there  being 
(ach  surrogate  as  aforesaid,  to  grant  a  license  for  the  solemnization 
if  a  marriage  at  the  parish  of  WUton  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county 
ind  diocese,  between  the  sud  Joseph  Baker  and  the  said  Sarah 
Fry,  and  that  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  unlawfully  con- 
riving  and  intending  to  obtain  from  the  said  WUliam  James,  as 
incb  surrogate,  such  license  for  the  said  marriage  in  fraud  and 
riolation  of  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  Parliament  passed  in  the 
burth  year  of  his  late  Majesty  Ring  George  the  Fourth,  intituled 
'  An  Act  for  amending  the  Laws  respecting  the  Solemnization  of 
Marriages  in  England,^  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  from  the  said 
WUUam  James,  as  such  surrogate  as  aforesaid,  such  license  for 
oaarriage  as  aforesaid,  then  and  there  before  the  said  WUUam 
fames,  as  such  surrogate  as  aforesaid,  in  due  form  of  law,  was  sworn 
md  took  his  corporal  oath  on  the  Holy  Gospel  of  God,  and  that 
ibie  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  being  so  sworn  as  aforesdd 
[lefbre  the  said  WUUam  James,  as  such  surrogate  as  aforesdd,^he 
the  said  WUUam  James  then  and  there  having  a  lawful  and  com- 
petent jurisdiction  and  authority,  as  such  surrogate,  to  administer 
the  said  oath  to  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  in  that  behalf), 
did  for  the  purpose  of  thereby  then  and  there  obtaining  such 
license  for  the  marriage  of  the  said  Joseph  Baker  with  the  said 
Sarah  Fry,  falsely,  corruptly,  knowingly,  wilfriUy,  fraudulently,  and 
unlawfrilly  then  and  there  swear,  amongst  other  things,  in  sub« 
stance  and  to  the  effect  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  name  of 
hina  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  Joseph  Baker,  and 
that  he  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  one  of  the  parties 
for  whose  marriage  a  license  was  then  and  there  applied  for,  and 
that  he  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  a  yeoman,  and  that 
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1849.        ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  a  widower,  and  that  the 
said  Sarah  Fry  being  the  other  of  the  parties  fw  whose  marriage 


Chapman  s  guch  license  was  then  and  there  applied  for,  had  had  her  osml 
place  of  abode  within  the  said  parish  of  WUiony  in  the  coonty  of 
Somerset^  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  then  last  past.  Whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  name  of  the  said  John  Matioeks  Chuqman 
was  not  Joseph  Baker :  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  nid 
John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  not  one  of  the  parties  for  whose 
marriage  a  license  was  then  applied  for :  and  whereas,  in  truth  aod 
in  fact,  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  not  a  yeoman :  and 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was 
not  a  widower :  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fiict,  the  said  Sarah 
Fry  had  not  had  her  usual  place  of  abode  within  the  said  parish  of 
Wilton  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  then  last  past ;  all  and  e?ery 
of  which  last  mentioned  premises  were  to  the  said  John  Mattocks 
Chapman  then  and  there  well  known ;  to  the  evil  example  of  all 
others  in  the  like  case  offending,  and  against  the  peace  of  oar 
Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Fifth  Count,    And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  further  present  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  at  the  city  of  Wells  aforesaid,  in  the  county  afore- 
said, and  within  the  diocese  of  Bath  and  Wells^  the  said  WMan 
JameSf  clerk,  then  and  there  was  a  surrogate  for  the  said  cUocese 
of  Bath  and  WeUs,  having  authority  to  grant  licenses  for  marriages 
therein,  and  that  the  said  John  Maitocks  Chapman  then  and  there 
applied  to  the  said  William  James,  then  and  there  being  sach 
surrogate  as  aforesaid  to  grant  a  license  for  the  solemnization  of  a 
marriage  at  the  parish  of  Wilton,  in  the  said  county  and  diocesei 
between  the  said  Joseph  Baker  and  the  said  Sarah  Fry,  and  that 
the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman,  for  the  purpose  of  obtainiog 
from  the  said  William  James,  as  such  surrogate  as  aforesaid,  such 
license  of  marriage  as  aforesaid,  then  and  there  before  the  said 
WUUam  James  as  such  surrogate  as  aforesaid,  in  due  form  of  la^? 
was  sworn  and  took  his  corporal  oath  upon  the  Holy  Gospel  o^ 
God,  and  that  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  being  so  sworD  ^ 
aforesaid  before  the  said  WUUam  James,  as  such  surrogate  as  aforc' 
said,  (he  the  said  William  James  then  and  there  having  lawf*^^ 
and  competent  power  and  authority  as  such  surrogate  to  add^^' 
nister  the  said  oath  to  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  in  th^^ 
behalf),  did  upon  his  oath  aforesaid  falsely,  corruptly,  knowingly* 
wilfully,  and  maliciously  before  the  said  William  James  then  a^ 
there  swear,  amongst  other  things,  in  substance  and  to  the  eff(^^ 
following,  (that  is  to  say),  that  the  name  of  him  the  said  JoJ^^ 
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Mattocks  Chapman  was  Joseph  Bakery  and  that  he  the  said  John        1849. 

Mattocks  Chapman  was  one  of  the  parties  for  whose  marriage  a   

cense  was  then  and  there  applied  for,  and  that  he  the  said  John         Case. 

f attacks  Chapman  was  a  yeoman;  and  that  he  the  said  John 

f attacks  Chapman  was  a  widower ;  and  that  the  said  Sarah  Fry 

eing  the  other  of  the  parties  for  whose  marriage  a  license  was 

len  and  there  applied  for,  had  had  her  usual  place  of  abode 

ithin  the  parish  of  Wilton^  in  the  said  county,  for  the  space  of 

fteen  days  then  last  past ;  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  name 

r  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  not  Joseph  Baker ;  and 

'bereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was 

ot  one  of  the  parties  for  whose  marriage  a  license  was  then  and 

lere  applied  for ;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  siud  John 

faitocks  Chapman  was  not  a  yeoman,  and  whereas,  in  truth  and 

I  fact,  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  was  not  a  widower ;  and 

hereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  Sarah  Fry  had  not  had  her 

sual  place  of  abode  within  the  said  parish  of  fVilton,  for  the  space 

r  fifteen  days  then  last  past,  all  and  every  of  which  last  mentioned 

remises  were  to  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  then  and  there 

ell  known.     And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 

lidy  do  say  that  the  said  John  Mattocks  Chapman  on  the  day  and 

3ar  aforesaid,  at  the  city  of  Wells  aforesaid,  in  the  county  afore- 

lid,  and  within  the  said  diocese,  before  the  said  WiUiam  James, 

nng  such  surrogate  as  aforesaid,  (he  the  said  William  James  then 

id  there  having  such  authority  as  aforesaid),  by  his  own  act  and 

insent,  and  of  his  own  most  wicked  and  corrupt  mind,  in  manner 

id  form  aforesaid,  falsely,  wickedly,  wilfully,  and  corruptly  did 

immit  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury  to  the  great  displeasure  of 

Imighty  God,  in  contempt  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  and  her  laws, 

»  the  evil  example  of  all  others  in  the  like  case  offending,  and 

^inst  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 
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THE  QUEEN  v.  HARRIET  LANGBRIDGE. 


A*  was  in- 
dicted for 
obtaining  a 
promissory 
note  by  false 
pretences 
iromB.  The 
deposition  of 
£.,  who  was 
too  ill  to 
attend  as  a 
witness  at 
the  trial,  was 
held  suffi- 
ciently dis- 
tinct to  be 
received  in 
evidence, 
although  in 
the  caption 
it  was  not 
stated  that 
A.  was 
charged  with 
obtaining 
the  note 
unlawfully, 
Semble,  a  de- 
position is 
good  without 
a  caption,  if 
described  as 
the  examina- 
tion of  the 
witness,  and 
the  evidence 
be  relevant 
to  the  charge; 
provided  the 
prisoner  was 
duly  ap- 
prised of  the 
nature  of  the 
charge,  and 
had  full  op- 
portunity of 
cross-ex- 
amining the 
witness. 


9 


Harriet  Langbridge  was  indicted  at  the  general  session 
of  the  peace,  held  at  the  castle  of  Exeter,  in  the  count^^QI 
ofDevofiy  on  the  20th  of  February,  1849,  for  unlawful! 
obtaining  by  means  of  false  pretences  from  Mary  Rawe^ 
one  promissory  note  for  the  payment  of  the  sum  of 
fifty  pounds,  and  interest,  and  of  the  value  of 
pounds  of  the  property  of  Charlotte  Howe,  with  intenV^  -t 
to  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  Charlotte  JRowe  ot^  ^f 
the  same. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  prisoner,  the  deposition  o  ^f 
Mary  Rowe  was  put  in  by  the  counsel  for  the  prose — - 
cution.     Proof  was  given  that  it  was  taken  by  tb 


committing  justice  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  ant 
that  she  had  a  full  opportunity  of  cross-examining  tb 
said  Mary  Rowe,  the  witness ;  that  it  was  signed  b] 
William  Ponsford,  clerk,  the  justice  before  whom  th 
same  purported  to  have  been  taken.  And  that  thi 
said  Mary  Rowe  was,  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  so  ill  a 
not  to  be  able  to  travel. 

The  charge  preferred  before  the  committing  justici 
was,  that  the  prisoner  had  obtained  the  promissory  noti 
and  other  valuable  securities,  by  means  of  false  pre 
tences,  and  of  this  charge  the  prisoner  was 
by  the  committing  justice. 

The  caption  of  the  deposition  of  the   said  Mart^^ 
Rowe  is  as  follows  :— "  Devon^  to  wit.     The  examina- 
tion of  Mary  Rowe,  wife  of  William  Squire  Rowe,  o 
Thombury  Farm,  in  the  parish  of  Kittesleigh,  in  th< 
county  of  Devon,  taken  on  oath  this  14th  day  of  Febru- 
ary, A.  D.  1849,  Hi  Kittesleigh,  in  the  county  aforesaidfc-- ^ 
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before  the  undersigned  William  Ponsfordy  clerk,  one       1840. 
of  her  majesty's  justices  of  the   peace   for  the  said       lano- 
county,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  Harriet  Lang'     bwdob's 
iridge,  late  of  Maretanhampstead  in  the  said  county, 
^wife  of  John  Langbridge  of  the  same  place,  labourer, 
^who  is  now  charged  before  me  this  day  for  obtaining 
money  and  other  valuable  security  for  money  from 
-the  said  Mary  Rowe,  then  and  there  being  the  money 
of  the  said  William  Squire  Rowe,  and  the  said  valuable 
security  for  money  being  then  and  there  the  property 
of  one  Charlotte  Rowe.^* 

It  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that  the 
charge  thus  set  forth  in  the  said  caption,  is  obtaining 
money  and  valuable  securities  for  money,  but  whether 
legally  or  illegally  is  not  stated.  And  no  offence  is 
therefore  shewn,  and  that  the  deposition  of  Mary  Rowe 
was  consequently  not  receivable  in  evidence.  The 
Court,  however,  received  it  in  evidence,  subject  to  the 
question  whether  under  the  circumstances  it  ought  to 
have  been  so  received. 

The  prisoner  was  found  guilty,  and  sentenced  to  be 
transported  for  seven  years,  but  execution  of  the 
sentence  was  respited  until  the  determination  of  the 
above  question  by  the  Judges.  There  was  not  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  warrant  a  conviction  without  the 
deposition  of  the  said  Mary  Rowe. 

On  the  23rd  of  June^  a.  d.  1849,  the  following  judg- 
ment was  read  by  Wildb  C.  J. :  Rolfe  B.,  Cress- 
well  J.,  V.Williams  J.,  and  Platt  B.,  were  present. 
The  Judges  are  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  the 
objection  is  not  valid,  and  that  the  deposition  was 
properly  received  in  evidence. 

The  objection  is  not  that  the  evidence  as  set  forth 
iu  the  examination  did  not  sufficiently  appear  to  relate 
to  the  charge  upon  which  the  prisoner  was  being  tried, 
so  as  to  warn  and  apprize  her  of  the  matter  to  which 
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her  cross-examination  should  be  directed,  but  only  that 
the  title  of  the  examination  did  not  with  sufficient 
distinctness  state  the  charge  against  her. 

The  title  of  the  deposition  states  the  occasion  of  its 
being  taken,  and  the  matter  to  which  it  refers,  and 
there  is  no  authority  requiring  any  title,  or  as  it  is 
called  caption,  to  the  examination;  and  it  is  sufficient 
if  it  be  described  as  the  examination  of  the  witness,  and 
that  the  evidence  referred  to  the  charge  upon  which 
the  prisoner  may  be  upon  his  trial ;  and  as  no  objec- 
tion was  raised  that  the  deposition  was  defective  in  that 
respect,  we  think  the  deposition  was  properly  read  in 
evidence. 

It  may,  however,  not  be  improper  to  observe,  that  the 
case  states  that  the  charge  preferred  against  the  prisoner 
was,  that  of  obtaining  the  promissory  note  and  secu- 
rities, by  means  of  false  pretences,  and  that  the  prisoner 
was  informed  of  this  charge  by  the  committing  justice, 
and  that  she  had  full  opportunity  of  cross-examining 
the  witness. 


1849. 


REGINA  V.  JOHN  RADLEY. 


An  indict-  At  the  adjourned  Epiphany  quarter  sessions,  hold^^ 

ing^il!^^'  ^t  Chelmsford  J  in  and  for  the  county  of  Essex^  Joh^ 

^aST'two  ^^^%  ^^^  convicted  of  felony,  subject  to  the  opinicF^ 

pieces  of  the  of  the  Judges  upon  the  following  case : — 

eUwcoin  "^^  indictment  alleged  that  John  Radley^  late   ^^ 

^cd  ^"'  ^^®  parish  of  Stifford,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  laboure^^^ 

lings,  of  the  On  the  third  day  of  February,  a.d.  1849,  with  for^^ 

▼alue  of  two 

shillings  of 

the  goods  and  chattels  of  B.,  held  good.     For  though  goods  and  chattels  is  not  tl>^ 

legal  description  of  money,  those  words  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage,  and  the  wor^' 

"  of  B."  sufficiently  describe  the  money  as  being  the  property  of  B. 
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ad  arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  afore-       1849. 
lid,  two  pieces  of  the  current  silver  coin  of  this  realm     radlby's 
died  shillings,  of  the  value  of  two  shillings,  of  the       Case. 
CK>d8  and  chattels  of  Samuel  Fitch  then  and  there 
sing  found    feloniously  did  steal,  take,  and   carry 
ivay,  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her 
•own  and  dignity. 

It  was  objected  that  the  indictment  was  defective  in 
Dt  stating  to  whom  the  shillings  alleged  to  be  stolen 
elonged,  the  words  '*of  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
'amuel  Fitch,*^  being  insensible  as  applied  to  money. 

The  Court  respited  the  judgment  in  order  that  the 
pinion  of  the  Judges  might  be  taken  upon  the  validity 
r  this  objection. 

On  Saturday^  23rd  June^  a.d.  1849,  Wilde  C.  J., 
3ad  the  following  judgment:  Rolfe  B.,  Cresswell  J., 
.  Williams  J.,  Platt  B.,  were  present. 

It  was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  that 
le  indictment  was  inconsistent,  and  bad,  in  charging 
killings  the  current  coin  of  the  realm  to  be  goods  and 
[lattels,  and  that  as  the  property  stolen  was  no  other- 
ise  alleged  to  belong  to  the  prosecutor  than  under 
le  term  '^  goods  and  chattels,"  the  indictment  could 
ot  be  sustained. 

The  case  has  been  considered  by  the  Judges  of  the 
resent  Court  of  appeal,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that 
le  objection  cannot  be  sustained,  and  that  the  indict- 
lent  is  sufficient. 

It  is  true  that  money  does  not  fall  within  the  legal 
ichnical  definition  of  "  goods  and  chattels."  (See 
rut/*s  case,  1  Leach,  276;  Morris's  case,  2  Leach, 
25).  But  this  indictment  charges  the  prisoner  with 
aving  stolen  two  shillings,  the  current  silver  coin  of 
be  realm,  which  is  an  accurate  description  of  the 
•roperty  stolen. 

We  think  that  in  reading  the  indictment  the  words 
^  of  the  goods  and  chattels  "  ought  to  be  rejected  as 

VOL.  I.  I    I 
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Radlby's 
Case. 


surplusage,  and  that  the  charge  in  the  indictment  as 
before  stated,  is  that  the  prisoner  stole  two  pieces  of 
current  silver  coin  of  the  realm  of  Ihe  value  of  two 
shillings,  of  Samuel  Fitch,  which  is  a  sufficient  allega- 
tion that  the  coin  stolen  was  the  property  of  Samuet 
Fitch,  and  we  think  that  it  is  immaterial  that  the 
current  coin  of  the  realm  is  afterwards  inaccuratelyi 
described  as  "  goods  and  chattels,"  and  that  the  con-- 
viction  therefore  was  proper  (a). 


(a)  See  Long*s  case,  Cro.  Eliz. 
489.    "  Excepted,  because  the  in- 
dictment is,  qubd  feUmice  furaius 
fidt  quandam  peciam  panni  linei  cu- 
jusdam  Antho.  Nixon,  prad.  draper, 
ad  valentiam,  fyc,  and  doth  not 
say  de  bonis  et  catalUs  cujusdam 
Antho,    Nixon,    as    the    common 
form  of  the  precedents  are,  and 
therefore  ill ;    for  an  indictment 
ought  to  be  certain  to  every  intent, 
without   any   intendment   to  the 
contrary ;  and  here  it  may  be  that 
this  piece  of   linen  was  not  the 
goods    and    chattels    of   Anthony 
Nixon  at  the  time  of  his  taking  of 
them,  but  by  him  let  out,  or  de- 
livered, or  pledged  to  another,  and 
it  ought  to  have  been  shewn  whose 
bona  et  catalla  they  were,   and  it 
ought  not  to  vary  from  all  other 
precedents ;  and  the  Court  held 
it  to  be  a  material  exception  for 
the    reasons    aforesaid,    and    for 
that    cause    the    indictment    was 
discharged  by  the  whole  Court, 
Gawdey    absente,    and    restitution 
awarded  to  the  party  for  his  goods 
seized,  for  that  cause." 
The  Judges  present  werePoPHAM 
C.  J.,  Fenner  J.,  Clench  J. 

The  distinction  between  this  and 
the  principal  case  seems  to  be  that 
money  cannot  well  be  leased,  bailed, 
or  pawned;  and  if  it  be  laid  as 
" the  shillings  of  A."  it  can  only 
mean  that  they  are  "  in  the  posses- 
sion of  A.^  so  as  to  entitle  A.  to 


bring  trespass  for  the  taking;  whicfaa 
if  felonious,  is  larceny.     In  houg*^ 
case  the  indictment  was  held  ba^ 
for    uncertainty:    and,    it    wouL4 
seem,  correctly:    for  if  the  clot= 
had  been  let,  it  would  have  bees 
bad  for  a  variance ;  for  then  Nixcz 
would  not  have  had  the  possession 
actual  or  constructive.    (R.  v.  B^ 
stead,  R.  &  R.  411 ;  R.  v.  Brun^ 
wick,   I  Moo.   C.  C.   26.     Cook  -j 
2  East,  P.  C.  652.    "  Any  one  wMm 
has  a  special  property  in  goo^3 
stolen  may  lay  them  to  be  his  in  an 
appeal  or  indictment  for  larceAy; 
as  a  bailee,  pawnee,  lessee  for  years, 
carrier  or  the  like ;  a  fortiori,  they 
may  be  laid  to  be  the  property  of 
the  respective  owners  ;  and  the  in- 
dictment is  good  either  way."    In 
the  case  of  a  chattel  leased  for  years 
the  above  cases  shew  that  the  pro- 
perty could  not  be  laid  in  the  lesson 
nor  is  such  a  position  supported  by 
the  authorities  cited  by  East.  Nor 
indeed  if  a  chattel  be  leased  at  vUl 
does  it  seem  that  it  could  be  laid  in 
the  lessor;  for  he  has  parted  witb 
the  possession  as  well  as  with  tb^ 
interest  in  the  use  of  it ;  and  therein 
seems  to  be  the  distinction  between 
a  lease  of  any  kind,  and  a  bailmeo^ 
or  a  pawning ;  for  a  mere  bailed 
has  no  right  of  user,  or  at  all  events 
not    an    exclusive    right;   and  * 
pawnee  has  no  right  of  user  at  tll> 
and  only  such  an  interest  in  the 
thing  pawned  as  arises  from  a  rigbt 
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to  remuneration  for  the  pawning). 
But  80  far  as  regards  a  baUmetU  or 
a  pawning,  the  uncertainty  of  the 
indictment  in  Long's  case  seems 
purely  verbal  and  technical.  For 
as  the  indictment  would  have  been 
well  proifed,  if  the  property  had 
been  shewn  to  be  either  in  Nixon, 
or  in  his  bailee  or  pawnee,  it  seems 
mere  pedantry  to  treat  such  a 
verbal  uncertainty  as  a  material 
defect.  What  practical  mischief 
could  possibly  arise  from  such  an 
uncertainty  ? 

With  regard  to  the  use  of  the 


word  '*of,"  as  denoting  possession, 
it  seems  that  in  old  times  it  was 
held  proper  in  the  case  of  living 
things,  as  cattle,  &c.,  but  improper 
in  the  case  of  inanimate  things. 
(^Hawkins  P.  C,  Cwrwood^s  ed., 
Bk.  2,  ch.  25,  s.  75).  This  distinc- 
tion seems  obsolete;  and  it  has 
long  been  the  practice  to  describe 
all  chattels  as  being  ''  of  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  A,;"  and  money  as 
being  "  of  the  monies  of  A'*  The 
principal  case  determines  that  in 
the  case  of  money,  "of  the  monies  " 
is  surplusage. 


1849. 


Rad  ley's 
Case. 


THE  QUEEN  v.  WILLIAM  HILL,  JAMES  HILL, 
and  CATHERINE  HILL,  the  Wife  of  WILLIAM 
HILL. 


1849. 


The  prisoners  were  indicted  at  the  Warwickshire  A,  and  B. 
quarter  sessions  on  the  12th  of -MarcA,  1849.  William  \ovi\^^A. 
Hill  and  James  HilL  for  stealing:  twenty  fowls  the  fcnt^^e™. 

i.xirr*  ^y  coach  in 

property  of  John  Smithy  and  Catherine  Hill  for  re-  a  hamper 
ceiving  ten  fowls  so  stolen,  &c.,  knowing,  &c.  dh-ec^t?on*to 

It  was  proved  that  the  prosecutor  was   a  farmer  Birmingham, 

.    ,  *^  ,  *^  ,  stating  that 

residing  at  Marlon^  in  the  county  of  Warvnck^  and  a  person 
possessed  at  the  time  of  the  robbery  of  a  quantity  of  ^^^^  f^^ 
fowls,  principally  of  the  Dorking  breed,  white,  with  *^®™-  j^» 
five  toes  in  either  claw.     The  fowls  to  the  number  of  called,  and 
twenty  were  stolen  from  the  prosecutor's  premises  be-  peAeing™ 
tween  the  evening  of  the  26th  and  the  morning  of  the  sljewn  to  her 
27th  February.     On  the  28th  of  February,  between  it  was  not 
seven  and  eight  o'clock  in  the  morning,  the  prisoner  her^ami  Ihe 
James  Hillj  accompanied  by  the  other  prisoner,  William  was  appre- 
Hillj  brought  in  a  wheelbarrow,  to  an  inn  at  Bedditchy  Ueld,  that  on 

these  facts 
she  was  wrongly  convicted  of  feloniously  receiving 

1  I  2 
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1848.       a  boxtand  a  hamper,  and  delivered  them  to  go  hy  the 
~  HiLi/s      coach  to  Birmingham.    There  was  no  direction  affixed 
Case.       to  either  of  them,  but  the  prisoner,  James  HiU^  on 
delivering  them,  said,  *'  a  person  would  call  for  them 
at  Birmingham.^'     The  box  and  hamper  were  taken  to 
Birmingham  the  following  day,  1st  March,  and  shortly 
after  the  arrival  of  the  coach   in  Birmingham,  the 
prisoner,  Catherine  Hillj  came  to  the  coach  office  and 
inquired  after  the  box.     The  box  was  shewn  to  her  by 
the  coachman,  and  she  claimed  it  as  the  box  which  she 
was  come  for.     Upon  this  she  was  taken  into  custody, 
and  the  box  being  opened  in  her  presence,  was  found 
to  contain  ten  fowls — the  fowls  were  plucked  of  their 
feathers,  and  from  the  claws  of  eight  of  them,  a  fiftb 
toe  had  been  cut  away,  which  was  remaining  upou 
the  other  two  fowls.     The  prisoner,  Catherine  HiU^  i^ 
answer  to  the  observation  of  the  police  constable,  tl^*^^ 
these  fowls  were  believed  to  be  the  property  of  t^^^ 
prosecutor,  Mr.  Smith  of  Marion,  said,    "they  L^^^ 
been  sent  to  her  from  Stourbridge.*'     The  same  cJ  ^y 
the  house  of  the  prisoner,  William  Hill,  which  is  n^*^ 
to  Redditch,  ten  or  twelve  miles  from  BirminghcM-^^ 
was  searched  by  two  police  constables,  who  founc^  ^ 
large  quantity  of  feathers,  chiefly  white,  which  ^^P' 
peared  to  have  been  recently  plucked,  and  also  C:^"^ 
entrails  of  fowls,  concealed  about  the  house  and  p^^^' 
mises ;  and  the  two  male  prisoners,  who  were  at  ho^^^^ 
in    the    house,    were    apprehended.      The    prisoc^^^^ 
William  Hill,  upon  being  told  by  the  constables,        ^^ 
their  first  arrival,  that  they  were  come  about  liZ^\' 
^  Smith's  fowls,  said,  "  he  had  not  had  a  fowl  on  ^0^^^ 

premises  for  a  fortnight."     The   prisoner,    Wxllic:::^^^ 

Hill,  is  the  husband  of  the  prisoner,  Catherine  Hi ^^^ 

and  father  of  the  prisoner,  James  Hill. 

The  prisoners  were  not  defended  by  counsel. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  of  guilty  against  all  iW^^ 
prisoners,  but  the  chairman,  William  Dickins,  Escj.'/ 
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entertaining  some  doubt  whether  this  indictment  could       \g^^ 
be  sustained  against  the  female  prisoner  as  a  receiver 


Hill's 

of  goods  Stolen  by  her  husband,  respited  the  sentence       Case, 
upon  her  until  the  next  Midsummer  quarter  sessions, 
in  order,  that  in  the  meantime  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  above  might  be  obtained,  as  to  the  propriety  of 
the  conviction  of  Catherine  HilL 

On  Saturday,  23rd  June^  a.d.  1849,  Wilde  C.  J., 
read  the  following  judgment:  Rolfe  B.,Cresswell  J., 
V.Williams  J.,  Platt  B.,  were  present. 

The  prisoner  was  convicted  of  receiving  a  quantity 
of  fowls,  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen.  A  case 
was  reserved,  which  states  in  substance  that  William 
Hilly  (the  husband  of  the  prisoner),  and  James  Hill 
were  convicted  of  stealing  the  fowls  in  question  ;  and 
the  prisoner  was  (with  them)  indicted  for  receiving  the 
fowls  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen,  and  the 
facts  stated  in  the  case  affecting  the  prisoner  are,  that 
after  the  fowls  had  been  stolen  at  Marton^  in  the 
county  of  Warwick^  the  prisoner's  husband  sent  them 
in  a  hamper  without  a  direction  by  a  coach  to 
Birmingham^  it  being  stated  at  the  time  of  the  delivery 
at  the  coach  office,  a  person  would  call  for  the  hamper 
at  Birmingham.  The  hamper  arrived  at  Birmingham^ 
and  the  prisoner  went  to  the  coach  office  and  inquired 
for  it;  when  the  hamper  was  shewn  to  her  by  the 
coachman,  and  the  prisoner  claimed  it  as  the  parcel 
she  had  come  for;  upon  which  she  was  taken  into 
custody  by  a  police  constable,  who  said  to  her,  that 
the  fowls  were  believed  to  be  the  property  of  Mr. 
Smithy  of  Martouy  and  the  prisoner  said  that  the  fowls 
had  been  sent  to  her  from  Stourbridge^  and  the  ques- 
tion is  whether  upon  this  evidence  Catherine  Hill\^2iS 
rightly  convicted. 

The  case  has  been  considered  by  the  Judges  of  the 
present  Court  of  Appeal,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  conviction  was  wrong,  and  that  accordiug  to  the 
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evidence  the  prisoner  never  did  in  fact  receive  the 
fowls,  nor  ever  bad  the  power  of  doing  so. 

Whoever  had  possession  of  the  fowls  at  the  coach 
office,  when  the  prisoner  claimed  to  receive  them,  never 
parted  with  the  possession,  and  the  prisoner  was  im- 
mediately taken  into  custody.  The  prisoner  by  claim- 
ing to  receive  the  fowls,  which  never  were  actually,  or 
potentially  in  her  possession,  never  in  fact  or  law 
received  them,  therefore  the  conviction  was  wrong. 

Another  question  was  reserved  for  the  Judges, 
namely,  bow  far  the  fact  of  the  fowls  having  been  sent 
to  the  prisoner  by  her  husband,  would  be  urged  as  a 
legal  excuse  fur  her  having  received  them,  although 
she  knew  them  to  be  stolen.  That  question  it  has 
been  unnecessary  to  consider,  as  the  prisoner  never  di 
in  fact  or  law  receive  the  fowls  at  all. 


1849. 


REGINA  V.  PASCOE, 


A.  was  m-       'j'jjg  prisoner  was  indicted  under  the  statute  7  &  8 

dieted  under  ^ 

Stat  7  4*  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  58,  for  that  he  '*  corruptly  and  felo- 
niously did  take  and  receive  of  and  from  Hannah 
Turley  certain  money  and  reward,  to  wit,  three 
sovereigns  under  pretence.  And  upon  account  of  then 
and  there  helping  the  said  Hannah  Turley  to  certain 
goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  fourteen  cheeses,  which 
said  goods  had  been  before  feloniously  stolen  ;  he  the 
said  John  Pascoe  not  having  caused  the  person  by 

il.  not  having 

caused  the 

thief  to  be  apprehended  and  broaght  to  trial  for  the  same. 

The  jury  found  that  A.  knew  the  thieves,  and  assisted  B.^  as  her  agent  and  at  ber 
request,  in  endeavouring  to  purchase  the  stolen  property  from  them,]  not  meaning  to 
bring  the  thieves  to  justice. 

They  also  found  that  he  did  not  mean  to  screen  the  guilty  parties,  or  to  share  the 
money  with  them :  also  that  he  did  not  intend  to  assist  the  thieves  in  getting  rid  of  tn« 
cheese  by  procuring  B.  to  buy  it. 

Held,  that  this  verdict  brought  the  case  within  the  statute. 


Creo.  4,  c.  29> 
s,  58,  for 
feloniously 
taking  money 
from  B.p  on 
account  of 
helping  B. 
to  certain 
goods  before 
that  time 
stolen  from 
B.,  the  said 
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ivhom  the  said  goods  had  been  so  stolen,  to  be  appre-       1849. 
bended  and  brought  to  trial  for  the  same."  Pascoe's 

The  prisoner  was  tried  before  L.  C.  Humfrey^  Esq.^       Case. 
J.  C,  at  the  Spring  assizes  for  the  county  of  Warwick^ 
L.D.  1849. 

The  prosecutrix  had  had  her  house  broken  open 
md  fourteen  cheeses  stolen.  The  prisoner,  who  was  a 
radesman  employed  by  the  prosecutrix,  called  upon 
ler  in  the  course  of  his  business  and  told  her  that  he 
lad  some  suspicion  of  the  persons  who  had  broken  open 
ler  house.  He  proposed,  and  executed  a  plan,  by 
i^hich  he  brought  to  her  house  the  persons  whom  he 
uspected  of  being  concerned  in  the  robbery.  And 
ipon  the  prosecutrix  seeing  them,  she  at  once  recog- 
lised  them  as  persons  who  had  been  in  her  house  on 
he  day  previous  to  the  night  on  which  the  robbery 
iras  effected.  The  prisoner  asked  the  prosecutrix  if 
he  did  not  think  they  were  implicated  in  the  robbery, 
he  said  '^yes;*'  he  said,  **so  do  I."  She  said,  **  I 
Irish  you  would  try  if  you  could  buy  a  bit  of  cheese  of 
hem,"  to  which  he  assented,  and  she  gave  him  three 
rounds  for  that  purpose. 

The  prosecutrix  saw  the  prisoner  several  times  when 
le  told  her  that  the  cheese  would  come.  The  prose- 
utrix  said,  "  you  have  got  the  money  and  you  don't 
nean  to  send  me  the  cheese,"  he  said,  "she  might  have 
he  money  back  again  whenever  she  pleased." 

Mr.  Humfrey  left  to  the  jury  three  questions. 

First.  Did  the  prisoner  mean  to  screen  the  guilty 
parties,  or  to  share  the  money  with  them  ? 

Secondly.  Did  the  prisoner  know  the  thieves,  and 
Dtend  to  assist  them  in  getting  rid  of  the  cheese  by 
procuring  the  prosecutrix  to  buy  it? 

On  either  of  the  above  suppositions  he  held  the  case 
o  be  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

Thirdly.  Did  the  prisoner  know  the  thieves  and 
issist  the  prosecutrix  as  her  agent,  and  at  her  request 
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184©.       i^  endeavouring  to  purchase  the  stolen  property  froi 
Pascoe's     ^^^^^  °^^  meaning  to  bring  the  thieves  to  justice  ? 
Case.  To  the  first  two  questions  the  jury  answered  "  no 

to  the  third  "  yes." 

Mr.  Humfrey  directed  the  jury  to  find  the  prisonei 
guilty,  reserving  for  the  consideration  of  the  Judges^ 
the  question  whether  the  receipt  of  the  money  undeK- 
these  circumstances  was  a  corrupt  receiving  within  thai 
meaning  of  the  statute,  and  he  directed  the  prisoner 
to  be  kept  in  custody  until  the  opinion  of  the  Judge 
could  be  taken  on  the  point  reserved. 

On  Saturday^  23rd  June^  1849,  Wilde  C.  J.,  rea— d 
the  following  judgment :    Rolfb  B.,  Cresswell  J       ., 
V.  Williams  J.,  Platt  B.,  were  present. 

This  case  has  been  considered  by  the  Judges  corr™- 
stituting  the  present  Court  of  Appeal,  and  we  are  c=Df 
opinion  that  upon  the  facts  found  by  the  jury,  the  n 
ceipt  of  the  money  by  the  prisoner  was  a  corru] 
receiving  of  such  money  within  the  meaning  of  th^e 
statute,  the  facts  found  being  that  the  prisoner  kne-  ^^^ 
the  thieves,  and  assisted  in  endeavouring  to  purchase 
the  stolen  property  from  the  thieves,  not  meaning  t^ 
bring  them  to  justice ;  and  this  finding  establishes  slU 
the  facts  necessary  to  constitute  the  offence  describc^^ 
in  the  statute. 

The  words  of  the  statute  are,  **  and  be  it  enact^-^ 
that  every  person  who  shall  corruptly  take  any  mon^^ 
or  reward,  directly  or  indirectly  under  pretence,  c^^ 
upon  account  of  helping  any  person  to  any  chatter  ^> 
money,  valuable  security,  or  other  property  whatsc^^ 
ever,   which    shall   by  any  felony,  or  misdemeanor* 
have  been  stolen,  taken,  obtained,  or  converted  9^ 
aforesaid,  shall  (unless  he  cause  the  offender  to  bp^ 
apprehended  and  brought  to  trial  for  the  same)  be 
guilty  of  felony." 

We  think  the  conviction  therefore  was  legal  and 
proper. 


REPORTS 
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Ifc.  Sfc.  Sfc. 


REGINA  V.  ELIZA  COOPER.  1849. 


The  prisoner    was  found  guilty,   before  Mr.  Com-  Indictment 
missioner  Bullock,  at  the  May  session  of  the  Central  with^nnlaw- 
Criminal  Court,  1849,  upon  the  second  count  of  an  in-  ^^^h^i^^oFa"^ 
dictment,  which  charged,  that  she,  being  an  evil  dis-.  month  old, 
posed  person,  and  contriving  to  injure  and  aggrieve  the  tad  the  care, 
inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  Barking ^  and  unjustly  to  j^  J^e '^i^rish^ 
burthen  the  said  parish  with  the  charge  and  mainte*  of£.,  with 
nance  of  a  certain  female  child,  of  very  tender  age,  to  burthen  the 
wit,  of  the  age  of  one  month,  whose  name  to  the  mj^^sI^ 
jurors  aforesaid  is  unknown,  which  she,  the  said  Eliza  maintenance 
Cooper,  had  in  her  care  and  custody,  afterwards,  to  ^^yj* 
wit,  on  the  same  day,  &c.,  with  force  and  arms,  at,  &c.,  HeWbad. 
unlawfully  and  injuriously  did  take,  carry,  and  con-  negativing 
vey  the  said  female  child,  which  she  so  had  in  her  ^cnt^of  the 
care  and  custody,  into  the  parish  of  Barking,  in  the  child  in 
county  of  Essex,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  2.  for  not 

alleging  any 
injury  done  to  the  child  by  the  act  of  the  prisoner. 

VOL.  I.  K   K 
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1849.  said  Court,  and  then  and  there,  in  a  certain  open  and 
Cooke's"  Public  place,  and  Queen's  common  highway,  then 
Case.  called  Barley  Lane^  to  wit,  about  the  hour  of  eight 
o'clock  of  the  morning  of  the  same  day,  unlawfully 
did  leave  and  desert  the  said  child,  upon  the  groand 
of,  and  in  the  said  lane,  contrary  to  her  duty  in  that 
behalf,  the  said  child  being  of  such  tender  age  as 
aforesaid,  and  unable  to  take  care  of  herself. 

The  first  count  of  the  indictment  alleged  the  child 
to  be  the  prisoner's  own  child,  but  there  was  do 
evidence  to  support  that  allegation,  nor  any  evidence 
to  shew  how  the  child  came  under  the  prisoner's  care 
and  custody. 

The  learned  Commissioner  respited  the  sentence, 
and  reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges, 
as  to  whether  the  second  count  was  sufficient. 

On  2nd  June^  1849,  the  case  was  considered  by 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Parks  B.,  Patteson  Jm 
CoLTMAN  J.,  V.  Williams  J. 

Lord  Denman. — No  offence  seems  to  be  stated  in 
this  indictment;  there  is  no  allegation  of  any  iU 
usage  of  the  child. 

Parke  B. — The  indictment  does  not  allege  that  the 
child  was  not  legally  settled  in  the  parish,  or  that  it 
received  any  injury.  The  second  count  is  clearly  bad. 
Conviction  wrong. 
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THE  QUEEN  v.  HENRY  HARRIS.  i849. 


Henry  Harris  was  convicted  before  Mr.  Baron  Platt  ^.b.  abank- 
at     the    Gloucester    Spring    assizes,    upon    an    in-  ?^P.*' ^ 
dictoDient,  charging  that  he,  upon  his  examination,  under  sut. 
under  a  fiat  in  Bankruptcy  issued  against  him,  did  not  ^  ^22, 9^22, 
discover,  when  he  disposed  of  certain  real  property,  fomotdis- 

^,  .,,,-,  ^  _       ._.  ini   covenng  all 

Of  which  he  had  been  possessed,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  real 
his  creditors.  -^J^h^ 

The  fiat  issued  on  the  11th  of  November^   1843.  examiDation 
The  prisoner,   at  the  time  of    his  bankruptcy,  was  Commis- 
possessed  of  an  equity  of  redemption  in  land  and  Bwakruptcy. 
houses,  which   he  had   mortgaged,  and   also  of  land  The  charge 

11  1  •   1  .11  in  the  indict- 

and  houses  which  were  unincumbered.  mentwas. 

In  December,  1843,  or  January,  1844,  he  executed  J^'y^f.^^ 
a  deed,  dated  the  4th  of  April,  1842,  purporting  to  rendered 
convey  on  that  day  all   his    interest  in   the  above-  and  was  then 
mentioned  property  to  his  children  ;  and  on  his  ex-  J^^  g^^^^n 
amination,  which  began  on  the  3rd  of  January,  1844,  &c.,  and  duly 
and  ended  on  the  1st  of  March  in  the  same  year,  he  himself  to  be 
stated  that    he  had  disposed   of   his  interest  in  the  ff*""*ndUiat 
property  on  the  day  on  which  that  deed  bore  date.        at  the  time 

The  indictment,  after  stating  the  trading,  petitioning  examination, 
creditor's  debt,  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  the  fiat,  and  the  ^  ^t»  on  the 

r     J »     ^  »  day  and  year 

adjudication  of  bankruptcy  under  it,  proceeded  thus,  last  aforesaid, 
"  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  on  their  oath  aforesaid,  g^s7edS^l' 
do  further  present,  that  the  said  Henry  Harris,  late  certain  real 

'^  '  :f  >  estate,  to  wit, 

Sic,  and  that  at  the  time  of  his  said  examination,  and  being  so  sworn  as  aforesaid,  he 
then  and  there  feloniously  did  not  discover  when  he  disposed  of,  assigned,  and  trans- 
ferred the  said  real  estate,  &c. 

Held,  that  the  indictment  was  bad  for  repugnancy ;  as  it  charged  the  prisoner  with 
not  discovering,  at  the  time  of  his  examination,  when  he  disposed  of  an  estate,  which 
was  averred  to  be  in  his  possession  at  the  time  of  his  examination. 

Quare,  whether  the  indictment  is  open  to  the  objection  that  it  contains  no  averment 
that  the  bankrupt  had  been  examined,  and  is  therefore  bad  ? 

&k2 
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1849.       of  the  city  and  county  of  Bristoh  shoemaker,  dealer, 
Harris's     ^"^  chapman,  afterwards,  and  within  the  time  limited 

^^®*        by  law  in  that  behalf,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last    aforesaid,  at    the  city  and    county   of    Bristol 
aforesaid,  surrendered   himself  to  the   said   District 
Court,  duly  authorized  to  act  in  the  prosecution  of 
the  said  fiat,  and  was  then  and  there  as  last  aforesaid 
duly  sworn  before  the  said  Richard  StevensoUj  he  the 
said  Richard  Stevenson  acting  as  such  Commissioner,  ^  * 
having  then  and  there  lawful  and  competent  authority^^y 
to  administer  the  said  oath,  and  duly  submitted  him— ^  ^- 
self  to  be  examined  before  the  said  Coart,  and  the^^  e 
jurors  aforesaid,  on  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further^K"  -^r 
present  that  the  said  Henry  Harris^  at  the  time  ofr  ^f 
his  said  examination,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  the  yeai^^c  r 
last  aforesaid,  was  possessed  of  a  certain  real  estate^  ^i 
to  wit,  all  that  plot,  piece,  or  parcel  of  ground,  here —  •- 
ditameuts,   and    premises,   situate  in   the  parish  o&:  ^f 
Christchurchf  in  the  said  county  of  Monmouth^  tec    -• 
&c."  (describing  the  real  property),  **and  the  juroi 
aforesaid,  on  their  oath  aforesaid  do  further  preseni 
that  the  said  Henry  Harris,  at  the  time  of  his  sai< 
examination,  and  being  so  sworn  as  aforesaid,  thei 
and  there  as  last  aforesaid,  feloniously  did  not  dis« 
cover  when  he  disposed  of,  assigned,  and  transferrer 
the  said  real  estate  of  him  the  said  Henry  Harris^ 
being  such  bankrupt  as  aforesaid,  the  same  not  having — 
been  really  and  bond  fide  before  then,  and  before  the^ 
time  last  aforesaid,  sold  or  disposed  of  in  the  way  oJ 
the  trade  of  the  said  Henry  Harris^  or  laid  out  in  the 
ordinary  expenses  of  the  family  of  the  said  Henry 
Harris,  with  intent  then  and  there  and  thereby  to 
defraud  the  creditors  of  the  said  Henry  Harris^  being 
so   bankrupt  as  aforesaid,   against  the  form  of  the 
statute,  &c.  &c." 
Huddlestan  moved  in  the  first  instance  to  quash  the 
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indictmeDt,  and  after  the  conviction  in  arrest  of  judg-       1849. 
ment,  contending  that  the  indictment  should  have  con-     harrisV 
tained  two  distinct  allegations.     1st,  that  the  prisoner       ^m^* 
was  examined ;   2ndly,  that  the  prisoner  had  in  fact 
disposed  of  the  real  property,  and  that  the  absence  of 
either  of  those  allegations  rendered  it  substantially 
defective.     At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution 
he  also  contended  that  the  indictment  was  miscon- 
ceived, for  that  the  prisoner  had  on  his  examination 
stated  a  time  at  which  he  had  alleged  he  had  disposed 
of  the  property. 

The  learned  Baron  overruled  the  first  and  second 
objections ;  and  as  to  the  third  objection  held,  that  if  the 
prisoner  on  his  examination  falsely,  and  with  intent  to 
defraud  his  creditors,  swore  that  he  had  conveyed  the 
property  to  his  children  on  the  4th  of  April,  1842,  he 
did  not  discover  when  he  disposed  of  it  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  s.  32. 

The  case  went  to  the  jury,  and  the  prisoner  was 
convicted  on  the  merits.  The  learned  Baron  reserved 
the  above  three  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges. 

This  case  was  argued  on  7th  Novembery  1849, 
before  Wilde  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B.,  Coleridge  J., 
Cresswell  J.,  RoLFE  B.,  Platt  B. 

Huddleston,  for  the  prisoner. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  under  the  stat.  5  &  6 
Vict.  c.  122,  s.  32,  which  makes  it  criminal  if  a  bank- 
rupt, upon  his  examination;  shall  not  discover  all  his 
real  and  personal  estate.  The  offence  charged  was, 
that  he  did  not  make  such  discovery.  The  act  con- 
templates a  continuance  of  the  examination.  The 
first  objection  is,  that  it  is  nowhere  stated  on  the  face 
of  the  indictment  that  there  ever  was  an  examination. 
The  words  ^'at  the  time  of  his  said  examination" 
refer  to  some  examination  before  mentioned  ;  but  the 
only  allusion  to  an  examination  in  the  foregoing  part 
of  the  indictment  is  contained  in  the  statement  that 


f 
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1840.      he  surrendered  himself,  was  duly  sworn,  and  ''duly 

Harkis's    submitted  himself  to  be   examined   before  the  said 

^^^^'       Court."     It  was  argued  at  the  trial  that  the  word 

*'  said"  might  be  rejected  as  surplusage,  and  that  it  .g^*  Jit 
would  then  sufficiently  appear  that  there  had  heen^mzm-^u 
an  examination.  But  that  clearly  cannot  be  done  ^^e. 
Under  the  Bankruptcy  Law  there  is  a  plain  diflrerence5^.sxe 
between  a  submission  to  an  examination  and  anrv  man 
examination.    {E.  v.  Page,  1  Brod.&  B.  808). 

Pollock  C.  B. — The  force  of  your  argument  is  5-    is 
this;  that  he  may  have  surrendered,  &c.,  but  had  nca^Mmo 
questions  put  to  him.    Is  he  then  to  discover  all  his  rea^  .^^  al 
and  personal  estate  at  the  peril  of  committing  a  felony^  ^y 
by  mere  silence,  although  not  called  upon  to  speak  ? 

Huddleston.     If  so,   he  might    be  merely 
whether  he  was  a  bankrupt,  and  if  he  said  **  yes,' 
and  no  more,  he  would  be  privid  facie  a  felon.    Ther^^^^'e 
is  a  difference  between  an  insolvent  and  a  bankropt^^  t. 
The  bankrupt  is  to  answer  questions  upon  examina  ^^- 
tion ;  the  insolvent  is  to  make  a  declaration.     Thir    ^s 
appears  from  the  oath  taken  by  the  bankrupt,  **  yoi 
shall  true  answer  make  to  all  such  questions  as  shal 
be  put  to  you,  by  virtue  of  this  fiat  awarded  againi 
A.  B.,  so  help  you  God."     (A rchbold*8  Bankruptcy 
ed.  1842,  Bk.  2,  p.  19). 

Further,  the  bankrupt  cannot  be  said  to  have  no^^^ 
discovered  his  estate  as  long  as  time  remains  for  hii 
to  do  so ;  until  his  examination  is  finally  closed  hi*' 
has  such  opportunity.     {R.   v.  Walters,  5  C.  & 
138.)     But  the  indictment  at  all  events  leaves  it  quit 
uncertain  upon  which  examination  he  did  not  dis 
cover,   or   whether   upon    each    in    succession.     Noi 
would  th^  rejection  of  *^  said**  meet  this  objection 
Again,  the  words  of  the  statute  are  '^  upon  such  exa- 
mination," but  the  indictment  has  ^^at  the  time  of 
said  examination,'*  which  only  refers  to  the  period  Bt 
which  some  examination  was  going  on  ;  the  refusal  to 
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discover  might  be  not  before  the  ConiTnissioner.     (R.      184Q. 
T.  Bartholomew,  1  C.  &  K.  p.  366 ;  B.  v.  Stewart,    Harris's 
5  B,  &  C.  246).  ^^• 

The  second  objection  is,  that  the  allegation  in  the 
indictment  that  he  disposed  of  his  property  is  repug- 
nant. It  is  averred  that  at  the  time  of  his  said 
examination  he  was  possessed  of  a  certain  real  estate, 
and  then  that  at  the  time  of  his  said  examination  he 
did  not  discover  when  he  disposed  of  it.  Hawkins 
P.  C.  Bk.  2,  c.  25,  8.  62 ;  Garwood's  ed.  says,  "  It 
is  a  certain  rule,  that  where  one  material  part  of  an 
indictment  is  repugnant  to  another,  the  whole  is  void.'' 
(Com.  Big.  tit.  Indictment,  G.  B;  1  Starkie  Or.  PL 
247,  ed.  1828). 

Cresbwell  J. — On  the  face  of  this  indictment  he 
may  have  been  asked  to  do  an  impossible  thing,  viz., 
state  when  he  disposed  of  property,  which,  perhaps, 
he  had  never  disposed  of  at  all.  This  may  be  so,  even 
assuming  that  the  examination  is  sufficiently  alleged. 

Cooke  for  the  Crown. 

The  indictment  is  sufficient:  it  conveys  to  the 
prisoner  full  information  of  the  nature  of  the  offence 
intended  to  be  charged.  The  precise  words  of  the 
act  need  not  be  followed.  This  form  of  indictment 
has  been  invariably  used.  In  B.  v.  Page,  1  Brod.  & 
B.  308,  (S.  C.  R.  &  R.  392),  no  indictment  is  given. 
In  B.  V.  Bullock,  1  Taunt.  71,  the  indictment  was 
similarly  drawn,  but  no  such  objection  was  taken  . 
to  it. 

Pollock  C.  B. — There  the  charge  was  one  of  sub- 
itantive  concealing,  without  reference  to  the  exami- 
oation. 

Cooke.  As  to  there  being  no  allegation  respecting 
the  adjournments  of  the  examination,  even  if  there 
Rrere  several  examinations,  they  would  be  all  stated 
^  one  upon  the  record.     It  is  always  so   pleaded. 


\ 
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1840.       {Chitty  on  Pleading,  Pearson's  ed.  258).     In  R. 


Habbis's    -^y^''>  1  '''•  ^-  63,  **  at  and  upon  the  hearing  of  th     ^e 
Case.       said  complaint/'  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  allegatiox^  ^n 
that  the  complaint  was  heard. 

Coleridge  J. — If  the  bankruptTsubmits,  takes  thsKne 
oath,  but  has  no  questions  put  to  him,  can  he  comm'  ^«it 
this  crime  ? 

Cooke.    He  may  by  swearing  to  a^false  schedule. 

Coleridge  J. — If  either  an  actual  examination,  ^  or 
the  swearing  to  a  schedule,  be  necessary  to  the  coik: — n- 
mission  of  the  crime,  should  not  'one  or  the^  other  T  be 
averred  in  the  indictment? 

Cooke.    The  words  **  at  the  time  of  his  said  exaii  _  ij- 
nation,"  must  be  taken  after  verdict  as  a  sufficie^^of 
averment  of   an  examination    having  taken   pla< — ^e. 
(J?.  V.  Somerton,  7  B.  &  C.  466,  confer  R.  v.  Brou^n- 
low,  11  Ad.  &  E.  127). 

Pollock  C.  B. — I  incline  to  think  that  ''  upon  ^jt- 
amination,"  means  upon  questions  being  put  to  hm  in 
about  that  specific  thing  which  forms  the  subject  of 
discovery.  It  is  quite  consistent  with  all  the  aver- 
ments of  this  indictment  that  he  may  have  been  swoe*Bi 
and  the  examination  may  have  been  partially  goce 
through,  and  adjourned  without  any  questions  havirig 
been  put  to  the  bankrupt  about  his  real  estate. 

Cooke.    Is  not  that  a  matter  of  evidence  ? 

Pollock  C.   B.— The   indictment  may   be   fully 
proved,  and  yet  the  prisoner  be  innocent. 

Cooke.  I  submit  that  a  duty  is  cast  upon  the  ban  ^' 
rupt  of  discovering  the  whole  of  his  estate,  &c.,  wit  ^' 
out  any  questions  being  asked  of  him.  {WrighJ^'^ 
case,  3  Nev.  &  M.  892  ;  S.  C.  1  Ad.  &  E.  435).  Tl:»  ^ 
indictment  cannot  be  read  without  supposing  th^^ 
there  was  an  examination,  and  that  the  words  ''at  tbe 
time  of  his  said  examination/'  cover  the  whole  period 
of  the  examination. 
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Secondly.    A  state  of  facts  may  be  suggested  which       1849. 
n^ill  meet  the  objection  of  repugnancy.     Suppose  the     Harris's 
3ankrupt  had  conveyed  away  his  estate  fraudulently        Case. 
IS  against  the  creditors,  such  conveyance  would  be 
Uegal,  and  the  estate  might  be  laid  as  being  still  in 
lis  possession  in  law,  although  in  fact  it  would  have 
>een  conveyed  away. 

Cresswell  J May  we  not  also  suppose  a  state  of 

*acts  which  would  shew  that  he  had  committed  no 
)ffence9  i.  e.  that  he  had  not  disposed  of  his  estate  ? 
ITou  do  not  shew  that  he  had  the  power  to  discover : 
t  may  be  that  he  had  nothing  to  discover. 

Pollock  C.  B. — The  charge  is,  that  he  did  not 
liscover  when  he  disposed  of  an  estate,  which  he  is 
dleged  to  be  then  in  possession  of. 

Uuddleston  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

Pollock  C.  B. — The  Court  are  unanimously  of 
opinion  that  the  second  objection  is  fatal. 


REGINA  V.  GEORGE  MANNING  and  MARIA        i849. 

MANNING.  


a  Da- 


^T  the   October  sessions  of  the   Central    Criminal  m.m., 
^ourt,  1849,  Frederick  George  Manning,  and  Maria^  ^*^  w^^'" 
lis   wife,  were  jointly  indicted   for   the   murder  of  I847  became 
Patrick    O'Connor.      Both    prisoners    pleaded    Not  ?.*jJ!V^ 
juilty,  but  the  female  prisoner  claimed  a  jury  de  natural  bom 
ledietate  lingtuB.   She  was  born  at  Lausanne,  in  Switz-  this  realm. 
rland,  and  in  the  year  1847  was  married  to  the  male  husbwui  and 
irisoner,  a  natural  born  subject  of  this  realm.  Y^®  y«7?  >»- 

mi  •  »  1  i.  1  1  dieted  jomtly 

The   prisoners    counsel    referred    to    the    statute  for  murder. 
58  Bd.  3,  c.  13,  and  6  Geo.  4,  c.  50,  s.  47.  undSh?** 

8tat.  7  &  8 
Tict.  c.  66,  8.  15»  M.  M.  was  by  her  marriage  naturalized  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
ind  therefore  was  not  entitled  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  de  medietaU  Umgnie, 
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1849.  The  Attorney  General  for  the  prosecotioD  relie<^ 

Manning's   ^P^°    ^^^   ^^^-   ^   &  8   Vict.  C.  66,   8.    15,   and    upoxi 

CMC.       Barrels  case,  Moorej  557. 

The  Judges,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,   Mr.  Jostic^ 
Maule,  and  Mr.  Justice  Gresswell,  decided  that  th^ 
prisoner  was  not  entitled  to  a  jury  de  medietate  tingu^;^ 
and  the  trial  of  both  prisoners  proceeded  in  the  ordi— 
nary  course,  and  they  were  both  convicted.     The  fo/^ 
lowing  question  was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  tbifs 
Court:  Was  the  female  prisoner  entitled  to  a  jury  (£^ 
medietate  linguce  ? 

On  7th  November,  1849,  this  case  was  arguecS 
before  Wilde  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B.,  Coleridge  J»  ^ 
RoLFE  B.,  Cress  WELL  J.,  Platt  B. 

The  Attorney  General,  Bodkin^  Clarkson,  and  CHer^ 
appeared  for  the  Crown ;  Ballantine  and  Parr^ 
for  the  prisoner ;  Saunders  for  F.  G.  Manning,  het^ 
husband. 

Ballantine.  The  prisoner's  claim  rests  on  the  stat^ 
28  Ed.  3,  c.  13,  s.  2.     ''  And  that  in  all  manner  oi  ^ 
inquests  and  proofs  which  be  to  be  taken  or  madi 
amongst  aliens  and  denizens,  be  they  merchants  or^ 
other,  as  well  before  the  mayor  of  the  staple  as  before^' 
any  other  justices  or  ministers,  although  the  King 
a  party,  the  one-half  of  the  inquests  or  proof  shall 
denizens,  and  the  other  half  of  aliens,  if  so  maD] 
aliens  and  foreigners  be  in  the  town  or  place  wh( 
such  inquest  or  proof  is  to  be  taken,  that  be  not  par- 
ties, nor  with  the  parties  in  contracts,  pleas  or  othei 
quarrels,  whereof  such  inquests  or  proofs  ought  to 
taken  ;  and  if  there  be  not  so  many  aliens,  then  shall 
there  be  put  in  such  inquests  or  proofs  as  many  aliens 
as  shall  be  found  in  the  same  towns  or  places  wbici 
be  not  thereto  parties,  nor  with  the  parties,  as  afoi 
is  said,  and  the  remnant  of  denizens,  which  be  good 
men,  and  not  suspicious  to  the  one  party  nor  to  the 
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T-"    The  Stat.  6  Oeo.  4,  c.  50,  8.  47,  (Jury  Act),       184®. 


r  recogDises  and  confirms  the  right  given  by  the  Manning's 
^e  statute.     **  Provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby        ^•®* 
her  enacted,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall 
ind  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  deprive  any  alien 
cted  or  impeached  of  any  felony  or  misdemeanor 
he  right  of  being  tried  by  a  jury  de  medietate 
\UB,  but  that  on  the  prayer  of  every  alien  so  in- 
ed  or  impeached,  the  sheriff  or  other  proper  mi- 
er  shall  by  command  of  the  Court  return  for  one- 
of  the  jury  a  competent  number  of  aliens,  if  so 
ly  there  be  in  the  town  or  place  where  the  trial  is 
,  and  if  not  then,  so  many  aliens  as  shall  be  found 
be  same  town  or  place,  if  any ;  and  that  no  such 
d  juror  shall  be  liable  to  be  challenged  for  want  of 
bold,  or  of  any  other  qualification  required  by  this 

but  every  such  alien  may  be  challenged  for  any 
T  cause  in  like  manner  as  if  he  were  qualified  by 
act,"  The  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  16,  provides 
lat  any  woman  married,  or  who  shall  be  married 
.  natural  born  subject,  or  person  naturalized,  shall 
leemed  and  taken  to  be  herself  naturalized,  and 
e  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  a  natural  born 
iect."  It  is  therefore  immaterial  whether  the 
riage  took  place  before  or  after  the  statute.  And 
he  Jury  Act  preserves  the  right  of  an  alien  to  a 
^  de  medietate^  an  alien  woman  on  becoming  the 
)  of  a  British  subject,  cannot  contemplate  the  loss 
30  important  a  privilege,  but  on  the  contrary, 
}t  suppose  that  she  still  retains  it.     Had  the  stat. 

8  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  16,  been  intended  to  affect  the 
y  Act,  it  would  have  referred  to  it  expressly  as  it 
B  to  the  other  acts  recited  in  the  preamble ;  but  it 
8  not  refer  to  it  at  all.  The  language  of  stat. 
.  3,  c.  28,  s.  2,  is  peculiar.     ''  In  all   manner  of 
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1849.      inquests,  &c.  &c.,  amongst  aliens  and  denizens/*  not 
Manning's   **  between;**   it  would   seem,    therefore,    to  include 

^^^^'  both  aliens  and  denizens  in  the  right ;  (see  1  Chitt 
Criminal  LaWy  525) ;  and  as  at  the  time  of  the 
passing  of  that  statute,  the  distinction  between  aliens 
and  denizens  was  probably  not  very  clearly  marked, 
the  statute  may  well  have  intended  to  give  the  right 
to  all  persons  born  abroad.  It  is  true  that  the  word 
denizen  does  not  occur  in  the  stat.  6  Creo.  4,  c.  50, 
s.  47  ;  but  the  Legislature  seems  clearly  to  have  in- 
tended  to  give  to  all  persons  born  abroad  under 
another  allegiance,  habituated  to  other  customs,  and 
probably  speaking  another  language,  a  jury  de  medie* 
tate  linguuBf  some  of  whom  might  comprehend  the 
customs,  and  understand  the  tongue  of  the  country  of 
which  the  prisoner  was  a  native.  All  foreigners  have 
been  in  the  habit  of  claiming  and  obtaining  such  a 
jury,  and  it  is  not  unimportant  to  observe  the  mode 
in  which  that  is  done.  By  the  statute  6  Geo.  4,  c.50, 
no  means  are  pointed  out  of  trying  the  question  whe- 
ther a  party  is  an  alien  or  no,  though  in  many  other 
cases  of  collateral  issues  a  definite  mode  of  trying 
them  is  provided.  The  practice  is,  that  if  a  party  has 
a  foreign  name,  the  officer  asks  him  if  he  will  have  a 
mixed  jury,  and  upon  his  prayer  it  is  granted  to  him. 
He  is  not  asked  whether  he  is  an  alien  or  naturalized, 
but  his  mere  claim  is  sufficient.  2  Hale^  P.  C.  271, 
says,  ^'  If  upon  an  indictment  for  felony  against  an 
alien,  he  pleads  not  guilty,  and  a  common  jury  be 
returned,  if  he  doth  not  surmise  his  being  an  alien 
before  any  of  the  jury  sworn,  he  hath  lost  that  ad- 
vantage :  but,  if  he  allege  that  he  is  an  alien,  he 
may  challenge  the  array  for  that  cause,  and  thereupon 
a  new  precept  or  venire  Jacias  shall  issue,  or  an  award 
be  made  of  a  jury  de  medietate  lingum.     But  it  is  more 
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proper  for  him  to  surmise  it  upon  his  plea  pleaded,        1849. 
and    thereupon    to    pray    it.*'     Thus,    upon    claim  mannikg'h 
made,   the   mixed  jury   is  awarded  as  a  matter  of       ^^^'^ 
course.     It  was  urged  for  the  Crown,  that  if  a  mixed 
jury  had  been  granted  in  this  case,  it  would  have 
been  a  mis-trial ;  but,  that  is  clearly  not  so. 

Is  then  the  prisoner  deprived  of  her  privilege  by  the 
Stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  66  ;  or  if  not,  by  the  fact  of  being 
indictedjointly  with  her  husband  ?  On  this  latter  point, 
SaiTc'scase,  Moore  Rep.  557,  was  cited  for  the  Crown, 
an  abstract  of  which  is  given  in  4  BacorCs  Abridge"  , 
menu  tit.  Juries^  p.  568.  That  case  seems  only  to 
shew,  that  under  some  circumstances,  a  foreigner 
would  be  ousted  of  his  right,  but  under  what  circum- 
stances does  not  seem  clear;  moreover,  the  correct- 
ness of  the  decision  seems  questionable. 

If  a  person  might  be  ousted  of  his  right  by  being 
joined  with  another  in  an  indictment,  the  statutes 
conferring  the  right  would  virtually  be  repealed. 
There  is  no  practical  difficulty  in  trying  two  prisoners 
by  different  juries  ;  and  it  is  more  just,  as  then  neither 
prisoner  could  be  prejudiced  by  evidence  which  re- 
lated solelv  to  the  other.  Here  too,  the  indictment 
was  joint  and  several,  and  both  or  either  might  have 
been  found  guilty.  Is  then  the  right  taken  away  by 
Stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  66.  Now,  it  is  clear,  that  an  alien 
wi£e.  cannot  necessarily  by  marriage  '^  have  all  the 
rights  and  privileges  of  a  natural  born  subject,"  as  is 
provided  by  s.  16.  For  by  s.  6,  it  is  provided,  that 
the  husband  of  a  naturalized  alien  may  have  such 
rights  in  a  qualified  and  partial  manner;  and  the 
wife  could  only  take  by  marriage  such  rights  as  the 
husband  could  impart.  It  cannot  be  contended,  that 
she  would  have  greater  rights  than  her  husband.  The 
correct  construction  of  s.  16  seems  to  l>e,  that  although 
the  wife  is  to  be  deemed  a  natural  born  subject,  as  to 
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1849.  her  rights  aad  privileges,  she  is  not  to  lose  any  rights 
Manning's  ^hich  she  enjoyed  as  an  alien  ;  that  the  statute  was 
Case.  passed  to  enable  aliens,  with  less  cost  and  incoii?e- 
nience,  to  become  naturalized,  but  not  to  deprife 
them  of  any  of  their  existing  rights,  or  to  entail  upon 
them  any  disabilities.  A  man  who  is  naturalized 
under  the  statute,  may  be  assumed  to  know  the  law, 
and  to  give  up  his  privileges  as  an'alien  voluntarily; 
but  that  is  not  so  with  a  woman  who  might  have 
married  previously  to  the  statute,  and  then  by  its 
indirect  operations,  would  be  deprived  of  her  privi- 
leges as  an  alien,  without  notice  or  option. 

Molieres  case  { Foster j  C.  L.  p.  188,  note),  shews 
how  careful  the  Judges  have  been  not  to  deprire 
foreigners  of  their  rights  without  the  fullest  notice. 

Cresswell  J. — Woodesson  (vol.  1,  381,  ed.  1792) 
makes  the  following  comment  on  that  case:  *'The 
Judge's  humanity  is  at  least  more  conspicuous  than  the 
soundness  of  the  principle  as  a  point  of  mere  law." 

Saunders^  for  F.  G.  Manning,  offered  no  farther 
argument. 

The  Attorney  General^  after  premising  that  if  the 
prisoner,  not  being  entitled  to  a  jury  de  medietate  had 
been  so  tried,  it  would  have  been  a  mis-trial  as  to  her, 
for  it  appeared  on  the  record  that  she  was  not  an 
alien,  contended.  Firsts  that  according  to  the  trae 
construction  of  the  stat.  28  Edw.  3,  c  13,  Barrels  ceM 
was  rightly  decided,  and  that  even  supposing  her  to  be 
an  alien  she  would,  therefore,  not  be  entitled  to  a  jaiyi 
de  medietate  lingtue.  The  abstract  of  that  case,  given 
in  Bacon*s  Abridgment  omits  the  reason  given  for  the 
decision  in  the  original  report  (a).     It  was  a  case  in 

(a)  The  following  is  a  transla-  quer   against   Barrt   and  divtf* 

tion  of  the  report  of  Barre's  case,  other  merchants,  of  whom  tool 

in  Moore,  557 :—"  Mich.  40,  41  were  aliens,  some  English;  ^ 

Eliz.    The  attorney  of  the  Queen  after  issue,  the   aliens   prtysd  i 

laid  an  information  in  the  Ezche-  trial  per  med.  Mnffmm.    Hie  CiMBt 
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the  Exchequer  against  '*  Barre  and  other  merchants/'  1849. 
some  of  whom  were  aliens  and  others  English ;  after  manning's 
issue  joined,  the  aliens  prayed  a  jury  de  medietate  C«m. 
lingtuBf  but  the  Court  held  that  they  could  not  have 
it ;  '*  For  some  of  the  defendants  were  English,  and 
could  not  have  that  trial,  but  the  aliens  could  have 
sach  a  trial  as  they  would  have  had  before  the  statute, 
and  as  they  would  have  had  if  they  had  not  prayed  a 
Jury  dc  medietate  linguts"  The  plea  of  privilege  in 
the  case  of  a  peer  is  different;  there  it  would  be  allowed 
to  the  peer  if  tried  with  a  commoner,  because  a  peer 
has  a  right  to  be  tried  by  a  wholly  different  tribunal. 
The  Stat.  27  JEdw.  3,  stat.  2,  c.  8,  after  providing  for 
all  suits  affecting  property  by  the  law  of  staple  con- 
cluded thus  :  *'  Et  si  plee  ou  debait  soit  mene  devaunt 
le  Mair  de  I'estaple  entre  les  Marchauntz  et  Ministres 
dicellez,  et  sur  ce  pur  trier  la  verite  enqueste  ou  prove 
soit  apprendre ;  si  volumus  que  si  Tun  partie  et  Tautre 
soit  estraunge,  soit  trie  per  estraunges,  et  si  Tun  partie 
et  Tautre  soit  denizins  soit  trie  per  denizins,  et  si  Tun 
partie  soit  denizin  et  Tautre  partie  alien,  soit  Tun 
moite  de  Tenquest  ou  del  prove  des  denizins  et  Tautre 
moite  des  aliens."  This  statute,  therefore,  applies 
simply  to  issties,  where  one  party  is  denizen  and  the 
other  alien  ;  it  does  not  apply  where  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  are  both  denizens,  or  both  aliens,  or  to  the 
case,  like  the  present,  of  a  mixed  party,  either  plaintiff 
or  defendant.  The  next  statute,  28  JEdw.  3,  c.  13, 
s.  1,  is  to  the  same  effect ;  and  in  sec.  2,  where  the 


adrised  with  aU  the  Judges  of 
England,  and  at  last  it  was  ad- 
judged that  they  could  not  have 
the  trial  per  med.  Unburn  s  because 
the  English,  who  are  defendants 
with  them,  cannot  have  that  triaL 
But  the  aliens  can  hare  a  trial  by 
all  English,  as  they  used  to  hare 
before  the   statute,  and  as  they 


now  would  have  if  they  did  not 
demand  that  j9«r  med,  Ungum:  and  it 
is  like  the  case  of  privilege,  where 
one  defendant  demands  privilege, 
and  the  Court,  as  to  his  companion, 
cannot  hold  the  plea;  and  then 
he  shall  be  ousted  of  his  privilege, 
and  so  here." 
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1840. 

Manning's 
Case. 


Crown  IS  introduced  as  a  party,  it  is  important  to 
observe  that  the  French  word,  which  has  been  trans- 
lated ''  amongst**  is  entrey  that  is  **  between*  aliens  and 
denizens,  which  makes  this  section  harmonise  with 
sec.  1,  and  with  the  concluding  provision  of  stat  27 
Edtjo.  3,  Stat.  2,  c.  8,  and  seems  to  shew  that  Barres 
case  was  rightly  decided,  as  the  defendants  there  were 
a  mixed  party,  composed  of  alien  and  native,  or  alien 
and  denizen.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  these  statutes 
the  term  denizens  includes  not  only  denizens  by  letters 
patent,  but  persons  born  in  this  country.  (See  Brooke^s 
Abrid.  tit.  Denizen  and  Alien^  pi.  4,  fol.  214,  and  pi 
12,  fol.  215)  (a). 


Panel  by  a 
moiety  of 
aliens. 


(s)  The  following  is  a  transla- 
tion of  the  passages  in  Brooke, 
above  cited. 

PL  4.  ••  Note  tit  Panel.  That 
where  an  alien  is  party  to  an  issue, 
he  may  have  the  panel  de  medie* 
tatt  of  aliens,  if  he  pray  it.  And 
where  a  venire  facias  issued  to  dis- 
tringas, the  party  came  and  prayed 
a  supersedeas^  for  that  he  was  an 
alien  and  prayed  medieiatem  aUe- 
nigenarum  juxta  statutum,  and  he 
had  it,  quod  nota,  where  he  did 
not  pray  it  in  the  first  instance. 
And  by  the  statute  28  Ed.  3,  c.  13, 
he  shall  have  it,  albeit  that  the 
King  be  a  party,  quod  nota.  There- 
fore note  that  it  is  ill  said,  to  speak 
of  per  medieiatem  lingua,  for  he  shall 
not  have  them  of  his  own  tongue, 
but  of  any  manner  of  aliens ;  and 
so  it  is  put  in  use.  And  it  is  clear 
by  that  statute  that  denizens  are 
as  well  those  who  are  English 
born,  as  those  who  were  aliens, 
and  are  made  denizens  by  the 
King  by  his  letters  patent.  Tamen 
vidcy  the  statute,  that  denizens 
shall  pay  customs  as  aliens,  is  not 
so  construed,  nor  intended,  but  is 
intended  of  those  [only?]  who  were 


made  denixens  by  t}ie  iOng;  uA 
who  were  aliens  before."  31  H«.6i 
c.  32. 

PL  12.  "Two  aliens  were  it 
issue,  and  it  was  agreed  that  H 
should  be  tried  by  English;  hot 
if  an  alien  and  demigem  were  it 
issue,  then  it  should  be  tried  bj 
English  and  aliens  by  statnte." 
In  the  passage  in  the  Year  Book* 
21  Hen,  6,  c.  4,  of  which  thii  ii 
an  abridgment,  the  word  Anglais 
answers  to  the  word  denizen:  '*  Met 
si  un  Anglois  et  un  alien  joins  on 
issue  adonques  sera  trie  Tun  moiety 
per  ceo  pais,  et  Tauter  moiety  per 
I'auter;  et  ceo  per  le  stat"  lo 
statute  28  Ed.  3,  c.  13,  s.  2,  tke 
word  denizens  seems  to  indade 
all  persons  other  than  <Uiens,  tnd 
so  to  comprise  three  classes  of 
persons.  1.  Those  who  had  been 
aliens,  but  had  been  made  deni- 
zens by  letters  patent,  or  by  statnte. 
2.  Children  of  an  English  father, 
(or  perhaps  mother),  bom  out  of 
the  King's  ligeance,  (see  Bacon  f. 
Bacon,  Cro.  Car.  601).  3.  Natiie 
English  (Brooke  Abridg.  snpn)» 
It  provides,  that  where  both  partiei 
are  aliens,  all  the  jurors  shall  (or 
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But,  secondly^  the  prisoner  is  not  an  alien,  and  has       1849. 
herefore  no  claim  to  a  jury,  de  med.  lingncB.     The  ]|^ 


NINO  8 


tat.  28  JEd.  3,  c.  13,  is  repealed  expressly  by  stat.        Case. 
i  Geo.  4,  c.  50,  s.  62 ;   and  s.  47,  re-enacts  the  law, 
>ut  limits  the   right  to  aliens^   omitting  the   word 
lenizens.     Then  the  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  16, 
Jearly  shews  that  the  prisoner  is  naturalized;  for, 
dthough  the  Secretary  of  State  may,  in  his  certificate, 
jualify  the  rights  which  would  otherwise  attach  to 
laturalization  in  the  case  of  a  man,  yet  a  woman 
marrying  such  man,  would  thereby  take  the  rights  of 
I  natural  born  subject  without  any  such  qualification. 
Sect.  15  of  that  statute,  saves  certain  personal  rights 
ind  no  others ;  but  here  there  is  no  question  of  per- 
sonal right,  but  of  the  status  of  an  alien ;  and  the 
[question  is  really  reduced  to  this— can  a  person  who 
is  naturalized  be  treated  as  an  alien?     ''If  an  alien 
be   naturalized,  he   shall    be   to    all    intents   as    a 
natural  subject,  and  shall  inherit  as  if  he  had  been 
born  within  the  King's  ligeaifce."     {Com.  Dig.  tit. 
AUen^  B.  2).    Thus,  even  a  denizen  by  letters  patent, 
who  may  have  only  some  of  the  rights  of  a  natural 
born  subject,  is  clearly  debarred  from  the  right,  for 
the  existing  statute  limits  the  right  to  aliens  (a) ;  a 
fortiori  therefore,  a  person  naturalized  cannot  have  it. 
But  further,  can  any  one  whatever,  except  an  a/ten, 
be  entitled  to  the  privilege  ?  Clearly  not.    It  depends 

may)  be  alieDs;  where  only  one  tice  has  always  been  to  compose 

party  is  alien,  the  jurors  shall  (or  such  juries  partly  of  foreigners, 

may)  be  one-half  aliens,  the  other  partly  of  native  English,  it  seems 

half  denizens,  t.  e,  taken  from  one  clear  that  the  word  denizens  in 

or  other  of  the  above  three  classes,  that  statute  includes  natural  bom 

No  provision  is  made  for  the  case  English  subjects, 

of  one  party  being  a  denizen  in  (a)  It  does  not  appear  that  any 

the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word,  but  an  alien   had   a  right  to  a 

and  one  native :  and  as  this  statute  jury  de  med,  under  any  previous 

if  the  foundation  of  the  right  to  statute. 
jories  de  med.  lingua ,  and  the  prac- 

VOL.  I.  L    L 
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1849.       simply  upon  the  status  of  alien.     As  to  the  sagges- 

Mannino*8  ^^^^  ^^^*  ^^^  Legislature  could  not  have  intended  to 
Caw.  take  away  the  right  to  a  jury,  demed.  ling,  by  impli- 
cation, and  that  therefore  the  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  66, 
s.  16,  must  be  taken  as  conferring  privileges,  and  not 
as  depriving  of  rights — it  may  be  observed  that  the 
right  to  a  jury  de  med.  ling,  was  taken  away  by  im* 
plication  in  cases  of  treason,  by  stat.  1  &  2  Phil.  ^  M. 
c.  10.  {Hawkins,  P.  C,  Bk.  2,  c.  43,  s.  37).  So  too 
in  the  case  of  foreign  seamen  serving  in  King's  ships, 
&c.,  during  war — by  stat.  13  Geo.  2,  c.  3 ;  so  too 
in  the  case  of  foreign  Protestants  serving  on  board 
whaling  vessels — by  stat.  22  Geo.  2,  c.  45.  {Com. Dig. 
tit.  Alien  J  D.  1,  note  {g)  ). 

Ballantine  replied.    The  Judges  retired  to  consider 
their  judgment,  and  upon  their  return, 

Wilde  C.  J.,  deh'vered  the  judgment  of  the  Conrt. 
**  I  need  hardly  say  that  from  the  time  this  case  came 
from  the  Central  Criminal  Court  into  the  hands  of 
the  Judges,  it  has  received  our  anxious  attention ;  and, 
although  not  for  the  purpose  of  forming  an  opinion, 
we  have  paid  considerable  attention  to  it,  in  order 
to  prepare  ourselves  to  appreciate  the  arguments  we 
should  hear,  and  be  the  better  able  to  apply  those 
arguments  to  the  facts  of  the  case.  Each  and  all 
of  us  having  considered  the  matter  beforehand,  and 
having  attended  to  the  able  arguments  that  have 
been  urged  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  by  Mr.  BaUanr 
tinej  who  has  omitted  nothing  that  talent  and  inge- 
nuity could  bring  to  bear  on  the  subject,  are  una- 
nimously of  opinion  that  the  objection  cannot  be 
sustained,  and  that  the  party  was  properly  tried  by 
the  jury,  which  was  empanelled  for  the  purpose.  We 
all  think  thaj;  it  is  unnecessary,  for  the  purposes  of  a 
just  and  proper  conclusion  on  the  question  submitted 
to  us,  to  enter  into  many  of  the  topics  introduced  in 
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the  course  of  the  argument.  The  question  is  simply  1840. 
this — Was  the  prisoner,  Mrs.  Manning,  an  alien  or  manning's 
not  at  the  time  of  the  trial  ?  If  she  was,  she  would  Case. 
be  entitled  to  that  which  she  prayed — to  be  tried 
by  a  jury  de  medietate  lingucB.  If  she  was  a  British 
subject,  she  would  not  be  so  entitled.  Now,  the  eflfect 
of  a  bill  of  naturalization  has  not  been  questioned,  and 
one  could  hardly  expect  it  would  be  ;  for  the  authority 
of  text  writers  is  so  clear,  so  uniform,  and  so  con- 
sistent, that  no  advocate  of  the  ability  and  learning  of 
Mr.  Ballantine  would  question  it.  By  Lord  Cokej 
by  Lord  Bacon,  by  Sir  Matthew  Hale,  and  by  every 
text  writer, — by  the  various  learned  editors  of  all  the 
editions  of  Blackstone, — it  was  a  proposition  univer- 
sally adopted,  that  a  person  naturalized  became  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  a  British  born  subject.  That 
proposition  is  not  at  all  impugned,  nor  its  correctness 
in  any  degree  impeached,  by  the  circumstance  that 
in  naturalization  acts  of  Parliament,  certain  disqualifi- 
cations are  sometimes  introduced;  because  it  is  com- 
petent for  the  Legislature  to  impose  disqualifications 
individually  on  British  subjects,  which  did  not  gene- 
rally apply  to  the  subjects  of  this  country.  The  Royal 
Marriage  Acts  imposed  disqualifications  in  regard  to 
marriage  on  British  subjects,  and  various  other  acts 
of  Parliament,  disqualified  subjects  in  particular  situa- 
tions from  holding  certain  offices,  and  exercising  cer- 
tain rights.  In  the  case  of  72.  v.  Ferdinand  de  Mierre, 
5  Burr.  2788,  the  question  arose  whether  a  naturali- 
zation bill  of  the  defendant  disqualified  him  from 
performing  the  office  of  constable.  It  there  appeared 
perfectly  clear  that  the  naturalization  was  not  a 
qaalified  naturalization,  but  that  the  party  had  become 
a  British  subject,  and  was  qualified  to  exercise  an  office 
of  trust,  which  the  office  of  constable  was ;  but  by 
virtue  of  a  disqualifying  provision  in  the  Naturaliza- 

L  L   2 
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1849.       tion  Act,  although  the  party  had  become  a  BritUb 
Manning^    Subject,  he  was  held  to  be  incapable  of  exercising  the 

Case.  office  of  Constable.  The  question  in  this  case,  there- 
fore, seems  to  be,  what  was  the  stattUj  or  political  or 
civil  character  attaching  to  the  prisoner  at  the  time  of 
the  trial  ?  The  section  of  the  act  that  has  been  so 
much  relied  on  in  the  argument  provided  that  **  tbe 
party  should  be  taken  and  deemed  to  be  naturalized.'' 
Then  came  the  inquiry,  what  were  the  circumstances, 
status,  and  political  character  and  rights  of  a  British 
subject?  A  British  subject  might  be  subject  to  certain 
disqualifications,  but  the  Court  know  of  no  instance 
in  which  the  character  of  an  alien  and  a  British  subject 
are  united.  The  disqualification  imposed  was  not  a 
disqualification  that  resulted  from  alienage  after  natu- 
ralization by  the  Legislature,  but  was  a  disqualification 
imposed  by  the  authority  of  Parliament  on  a  particular 
individual.  If  the  efi*ect  of  naturalization  generally, 
therefore  was  to  make  a  party  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses a  British  subject,  as  would  be  found  in  the 
authorities  above  referred  to,  and  also  in  the  very 
learned  judgment  by  Sir  M.  Hale,  in  which  the  whole 
subject  was  gone  into  (Collingwoodv.  Pace,  1  Ventris, 
413)  was  there  anything  in  this  act  of  Parliament, 
which  at  all  qualified  that  act  of  Parliament,  which 
said  that  ''  the  party  should  be  taken  and  deemed  to 
be  naturalized  ?*'  The  argument  was,  that  this  statute 
was  to  give  certain  rights  and  not  to  take  them  away* 
That  argument  might  be  raised  on  every  naturaliza- 
tion bill,  because  in  no  bill  of  that  kind  was  it  said, 
that  it  was  intended  to  operate  on  the  trial  by  jury^ 
but  that  it  was  intended  to  give  certain  specified 
rights.  The  ordinary  efiect  of  every  naturalization 
bill,  is  to  declare  that  by  the  naturalization,  the  party 
is  and  shall  be  taken  and  deemed  to  be  a  British 
subject.     What  did  it  give?     It  gave  all  that  be- 
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^nged  to  the  character  of  a  British  subject.     What      1849. 
lid  It  take  away  ?     It  took  away  all  that  did  not  be-  mannino*8 
ong  to  a  British  subject,  for  it  made  the  naturalized       ^^^**®- 
»arty  ipso  facto,  a  British  subject  to  all  intents  and 
purposes.     The  argument  attempted  to  be  drawn  in 
his  case  from  the  other  parts  of  the  act  of  Parliament 
eems  to  be,  that  a  woman  married  to  her  husband 
laturalized  in  a  particular  way  might,  by  the  con- 
truction   contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  Crown, 
icquire  a  different  status^  and  be  entitled  to  different 
ightd,  beyond  those  which  her  husband  was  entitled 
o.     Very  likely.     If  the  husband  had  been  natural- 
zed,  subject  to  certain  disqualifications,  applied  to  him 
)y  the  Legislative  authority,  he  was  not  less  a  British 
mbject  because  he  was  under  these  disqualifications : 
3Ut  that  cannot  be  taken  to  qualify  a  distinct  sub- 
stantive enactment,  that  the  wife  should  be  naturalized 
without  regard  to  such  disqualification  at  all.     The 
section  upon  which  that    depended  was  in  general 
terms,  that  the  party  should  be  deemed  to  be   na- 
turalized, and  have  all  the  rights  of  a  British  subject ; 
and  it  surely  is  not  a  correct  construction,  to  take 
words,  the  natural  effect  of  which  would  be,  to  enlarge 
and  simplify  the  operations  of  the  act,  and  to  argue 
that  they  were  there  used  with  the  intention  of  re- 
striction.     That  is  not  a  just  conclusion,  for  those 
words  were  introduced  in  accordance  with  the  ordi- 
nary phraseology  used  in  Legislative  grants.    The  in- 
tention of  the  Legislature  in  every  act  of  Parliament 
is  to  be  collected,  not  by  travelling  out  of  the  act,  but 
by  looking  to  the  whole  of  the  act  itself;    and  the 
above  words  seem  to  be  clear  in  themselves,  and  to 
fulfil  the  general  intention  of  the  Legislature,  viz.^  to 
make  the  woman  a  British  subject;    and  there  are 
no  words,  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  this  act  of 
Parliament,  which  warrant  any  conclusion  that  it  was 
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1849.  intended  to  operate  at  all,  by  enlarging  or  limiting  all 
Manning's  '^^*'  belonged  to  the  status  of  a  British  subject.  It  no 
Case.  more  referred  to  the  Jury  Act  than  every  naturaliza- 
tion bill  referred  to  the  Jury  Act.  With  respect, 
therefore,  to  the  prisoner,  the  Court  can  discover  no 
intention  whatever  in  this  act  of  Parliament,  more  or 
less,  than  to  make  her  a  British  subject ;  and,  if  that 
be  so,  the  whole  question  is  at  an  end,  and  she  was 
not  an  alien  at  the  time  she  was  tried,  and  being  a 
British  subject,  she  was  not  entitled  to  a  jury  such  as 
she  claimed.  It  does  not  seem  necessary  to  refer  to 
the  other  points  which  have  been  noticed.  The 
Judges  limit  their  view  to  the  construction  of  the 
statute  of  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  66,  as  combined  with  the  former 
acts,  and  are  of  opinion,  that  the  prisoner,  by  that — 
statute,  became  a  British  subject,  with  all  the  incidents 
that  attached  to  that  status^  and  that  therefore  she  was 
not  entitled  to  a  jury  cfe  medietate  lingtUB,  but  had 
been  properly  tried,  and  that  there  was  no  ground  for 
the  objection. 

Cop^  of  the  Indictment. 

Central  Criminal  Court ,  I  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen  upon 
TO  WIT.  J-their  oath  present  th&tFrederick  George 

Manning  late  of  the  parish  of  Bertnondsey  in  the  county  of  Surrej/ 
labourer  and  Maria  Manning  wife  of  the  said  Frederick  George 
Manning  not  having  the  fear  of  God  before  their  eyes  but  being 
moved  and  seduced  by  the  instigation  of  the  Devil  on  the  ninth 
day  ofAugiist  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1849  with  force  and  arms  at 
the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid  and  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  said  Court  in  and  upon  one  Patrick  0* Connor  in 
the  peace  of  God  and  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  then  and  there 
being  feloniously  wilfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did 
make  an  assault  and  that  he  the  said  Frederick  George  Manmmg  a 
certain  pistol  of  the  value  often  shillings  which  said  pistol  was  then 
and  there  loaded  and  charged  with  gunpowder  and  a  leaden  bullet 
and  which  said  pistol  he  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  in  his 
right  hand  then  and  there  had  and  held  at  to  upon  and  against 
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lim  the  said  Poirick  O'Connor  then  and  there  felonious! j  wil-        1849. 

uUy  and  of  hU  malice  aforethought  did  fire  shoot  off  and  discharge 

ind   that  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  with  the  leaden         g^^ 
lullet  aforesaid  out  of  the  pistol  aforesaid  so  then  and  there  bj 
cMTc^e  of  the  gunpowder  shot  sent  forth  and  discharged  as  aforesaid 
be  said  Patrick  O'Connor  in  and  upon  the  back  part  of  the  head 
»f  him  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  then  and  there  feloniously  wil- 
uUy  and  of  his  malice  aforethought  did  strike  penetrate  and 
iround  thereby  giving  to   the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  then  and 
iiere  with  the  leaden  bullet  aforesaid  so  shot  discharged  and  sent 
brth  as  aforesaid  out  of  the  pistol  aforesaid  by  him  the  sud 
Frederick  George  Manning  in  and  upon  the  back  part  of  the  head 
>f  him  the  said  Patrick  O* Connor  one  mortal  wound  of  the  depth 
>f  six  inches  and  of  the  breadth  of  half  an  inch  of  which  said 
mortal  wound  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  then  and  there  died. 
And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do  say  that  she 
the  said  Maria  Manning  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the 
felony  and  murder  aforesaid  then  and  there   feloniously  wilfully 
and  of  her  malice  aforethought  was  present  aiding  abetting  and 
assisting  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  the  felony  and  murder 
aforesaid  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  to  do  and  commit.     And 
so  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do  say  that  the 
said  Frederick  George  Mannifig  and  Maria  Manning  then  and 
there  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid 
feloniously  wilfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  kill  and 
murder  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  her  crown 
and  dignity. 

Second  count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said do  further  present  that  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning 
and  the  said  Maria  Manning  afterwards  to  wit  on  the  day  afore- 
said in  the  year  aforesaid  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish  afore- 
said in  the  county  aforesaid  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
Court  in  and  upon  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  in  the  peace  of  God 
and  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  then  and  there  being  feloniously 
wilfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  make  an  assault  and 
that  he  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  with  a  certain  crow- 
bar of  the  value  of  three  shillings  which  said  crowbar  he  the  said 
Frederick  George  Manning  in  his  right  hand  then  and  there  had 
and  held  him  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  on  the  back  part  of  the 
head  of  him  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  then  and  there  feloniously, 
wilfully  and  of  his  malice  aforethought  did  strike  beat  cut  and 
wound  thereby  then  and  there  giving  to  him  the  said  Patrick 
O'Connor  by  such  striking  beating  cutting  and  wounding  of  him 
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1849.       ^^^  ^^^^   Patrick  0* Connor  as   aforesaid  divers  mortal  wounds 

— p  bruises  and  fractures  of  the  skull  in  and  upon  the  back  part  of  the 

Q^^  head  of  him  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  of  which  ssad  mortal 
wounds  bruises  and  fractures  of  the  skull  the  said  Pofrtc^  O*  Connor 
then  and  there  died.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath 
aforesaid  do  say  that  she  the  said  Maria  Manning  at  the  time  of 
the  committing  of  the  said  felony  and  murder  as  last  aforesaid 
then  and  there  feloniously  wilfully  and  of  her  malice  aforethought 
was  present  aiding  abetting  and  assisting  the  sud  Frederic 
George  Manning  the  said  felony  and  murder  in  manner  and  form 
in  this  count  mentioned  to  do  and  commit.  And  so  the  jurors 
aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do  say  that  the  said  Frederick 
George  Manning  and  Maria  Manning  then  and  there  the  said 
Patrick  0* Connor  in  manner  and  form  last  aforesaid  feloniously 
wilfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  kill  and  murder 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  her  crown  and 
dignity. 

Third  count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said do  further  present  that  the  said  Frederick  George  Mannmg 
and  the  said  Maria  Manning  afterwards  to  wit  on  the  day  afore- 
said in  the  year  aforesaid  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish  afore- 
said in  the  county  aforesaid  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
Court  in  and  upon  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  in  the  peace  of 
God  and  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  then  and  there  being  feloniouslj 
wilfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  make  an  assault  and 
that  he  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning*  a  certain  pistol  of  the 
value  of  ten  shillings  which  said  pistol  was  then  and  there  loaded 
and  charged  with  gunpowder  and  a  leaden  bullet  and  which  said 
pistol  he  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  in  his  right  hand 
then  and  there  had  and  held  at  to  upon  and  against  him  the  said 
Patrick  O'Connor  then  and  there  feloniously  wilfully  and  of  his 
malice  aforethought  did  fire  shoot  off  and  discharge  and  that  he 
the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  with  the  leaden  bullet  afore- 
said out  of  the  pistol  aforesaid  so  then  and  there  by  force  of  the 
gunpowder  shot  sent  forth  and  discharged  as  last  aforesaid  the 
said  Patrick  O'Connor  in  and  upon  the  back  part  of  the  head  of 
him  the  s&id  Patrick  0  *  Cow  wor  then  and  there  feloniously  wilfully 
and  of  his  malice  aforethought  did  strike  penetrate  and  wound 
thereby  giving  to  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  then  and  there  with 
the  leaden  bullet  aforesaid  so  as  last  aforesaid  shot  discharged 
and  sent  forth  out  of  the  pistol  aforesaid  by  him  the  said  Frederick 
George  Manning  in  and  upon  the  back  part  of  the  head  of  him  the 
t>aid  Patrick  O'Connor  one  mortal  wound  of  the  depth  of  fix 
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inches  and  of  the  breadth  of  half  an  inch.    And  that  the  said        1849. 
Frederick  George  Manning  with  a  certain  crowbar  of  the  value  of 


three  shillings  which  said  crowbar  he  the  said  Frederick  George   Manning  a 
Manning  in  his  right  hand  then  and  there  had  and  held  him  the 
said  Pairick  O* Connor  on  the  back  part  of  the  head  of  him  the 
said  Patrick  O'Connor  then  and  there  feloniously  wilfully  and  of 
his  malice  aforethought  did  strike  beat  cut  and  wound  thereby  then 
and  there  giving  to  him  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  by  such  last 
mentioned  striking  beating  cutting  and  wounding  of  him  the  said 
Patrick  O'Connor  divers  mortal  wounds  and  bruises  and  mortal 
fractures  of  the  skull  in  and  upon  the  back  part  of  the  head  of  him 
the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  of  which  said  several  mortal  wounds 
and  bruises  and  mortal  fractures  of  the  skull  in  this  count  men- 
tioned the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  then  and  there  died.    And  the 
jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do  say  that  she  the  said 
Maria  Manning  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  said  felony 
and  murder  as  last  aforesaid  then  and  there  feloniously  wilfully 
and  of  her  malice  aforethought  was  present  aiding  abetting  and 
assisting  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  the  said  felony  and 
murder  in  manner  and  form  in  this  count  mentioned  to  do  and 
commit.     And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid 
do  say  that  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  and  Maria  Man- 
ning  then  and  there  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  in  manner  and 
form  in  this   count  mentioned   feloniously  wilfully  and  of  their 
malice  aforethought  did  kill  and  murder  against  the  peace  of  our 
sud  Lady  the  Queen  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Fourth  count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said do  further  present  that  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning 
and  Maria  Manning  afterwards  to  wit  on  the  day  aforesaid  in  the 
year  aforesaid  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the 
county  aforesaid  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court  in 
and  upon  the  sdXil  Patrick  O'Connor  in  the  peace  of  God  and  our 
said  Lady  the  Queen  then  and  there  being  feloniously  wilfully 
and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  make  an  assault  and  that 
he  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  a  certain  air-gun  of  the 
value  of  ten  shillings  which  said  air-gun  was  then  and  there 
charged  and  loaded  with  compressed  air  and  a  leaden  bullet  and 
which  said  air-gun  he  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  in  both 
bis  hands  then  and  there  had  and  held  at  to  upon  and  against  him 
the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  then  and  there  feloniously  wilfully  and 
of  his  malice  aforethought  did  shoot  off  and  discharge  and  that 
the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  with  the  leaden  bullet  afore- 
said out  of  the  air-gun  aforesaid  so  then  and  there  by  force  of  the 
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1849.       compressed  air  shot  sent  forth  and  discharged  as  aforesud  the  ssid 
Patrick  (y  Connor  in  and  upon  the  back  part  of  the  head  of 


Case.        ^^^  ^^  Patrick  0*  Connor  then  and  there  feloniously  wilfuDj  and 
of  his  malice  aforethought  did  strike  penetrate  and  wound  thereby 
giving  to  the  said  Patrick  (y  Connor  then  and  there  with  the  leaden 
bullet  aforesaid  so  shot  discharged  and  sent  forth  as  aforesaid  out 
of  the  air-gun  aforesaid  bj  the  said  Frederick  George  Mamnmg 
in  and  upon  the  back  part  of  the  head  of  him  the  said  Patrick 
O^Connor  one  mortal  wound  of  the  depth  of  six  inchea  and  of  the 
breadth  of  half  an  inch  of  which  said  mortal  wound  last  aforesaid 
the  said  Patrick  0*  Connor  then  and  there  died.    And  the  joroii 
aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do  say  that  she  the  said  Mam 
Manmng  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  sud  felony  and  mur- 
der as  last  aforesaid  then  and  there  feloniously  wilfully  and  of  her 
malice  aforethought  was  present  aiding  abetting  and  assisting  the 
said  Frederick  George  Manning  the  felony  and  murder  aforesud  m 
manner  and  form  last  aforesaid  to  do  and  commit.    And  so  the  juron 
aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do  say  that  the  said  Fredenk 
George  Manning  and  Maria  Manning  then  and  there  the  ssid 
Patrick  0^  Connor  in  manner  and  form  last  aforesaid  felonioniiy 
wilfully  and  of  their  malice   aforethought  did  kill  and  mozder 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen   her  crown  sad 
dignity. 

Fifth  count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said do  further  present  that  the  said  Frederick  George  Manm§ 
and  Maria  Manning  afterwards  to  wit  on  the  day  aforesaid  b 
the  year  aforesaid  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid  io 
the  county  aforesaid  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court 
in  and  upon  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  in  the  peace  of  God  sod 
our  said  Lady  the  Queen  then  and  there  being  feloniously  wil- 
fully and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  make  an  assaulL  And 
that  he  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  a  certain  air-gun  of 
the  value  of  ten  shillings  which  said  last-mentioned  air-gun  wii 
then  and  there  charged  and  loaded  with  compressed  air  and  s 
leaden  bullet  and  which  said  last-mentioned  air-gun  he  the  ssid 
Frederick  George  Manning  in  both  his  hands  then  and  there  hsd 
and  held  at  to  upon  and  against  him  the  said  Patrick  (fOmMt 
then  and  there  felouiously  wilfully  and  of  his  malice  aforethought 
did  shoot  off  and  discharge  and  that  the  said  Frederick  George 
Manning  with  the  leaden  bullet  aforesaid  out  of  the  air-gun  Isft 
aforesaid  so  then  and  there  by  force  of  the  compressed  air  shot 
sent  forth  and  discharged  as  last  aforesaid  the  said  Patrick  O^Comufr 
in  and  upoo  the  back  part  of  the  head  of  him  the  said  Patrkk 
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^CowMT  then  and  there  feloniously  wilfully  and  of  his  malice       1849. 
aforethought  did  strike  penetrate  and  wound  thereby  giving  to  the 


said  Flatrick  O'Connor  then  and  there  with  the  leaden  bullet  ^^n^^^'* 
aforesaid  so  shot  discharged  and  sent  forth  as  last  aforesaid  out  of 
the  air-gun  last  aforesaid  by  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning 
in  and  upon  the  back  part  of  the  head  of  him  the  said  Patrick 
O'Connor  one  mortal  wound  of  the  depth  of  six  inches  and  of  the 
breadth  of  half  an  inch*  And  that  the  said  Frederick  George 
Manning  with  a  certain  crowbar  of  the  value  of  three  shillings 
which  said  last-mentioned  crowbar  he  the  said  Frederick  George 
Manning  in  his  right  hand  then  and  there  had  and  held  him  the 
said  Patrick  O'Connor  on  the  back  part  of  the  head  of  him  the  said 
Patrick  O*  Connor  then  and  there  feloniously  wilfully  and  of  his 
malice  aforethought  did  strike  beat  cut  and  wound  thereby  then 
and  there  giving  to  him  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  by  such  last-men- 
tioned striking  beating  cutting  and  wounding  of  him  the  said  * 
Patrick  O'Connor  divers  mortal  wounds  and  bruises  and  mortal 
fractures  of  the  skull  in  and  upon  the  back  part  of  the  head  of  him 
the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  of  which  said  several  mortal  wounds 
and  bruises  and  mortal  fractures  of  the  skull  in  this  count  men- 
tioned the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  then  and  there  died.  And  the 
jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do  say  that  she  the  said 
Maria  Manning  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  said  felony 
and  murder  as  last  aforesaid  then  and  there  feloniously  wilfully 
and  of  her  malice  aforethought  was  present  aiding  abetting  and 
assisting  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  the  said  felony  and 
murder  in  manner  and  form  in  this  count  mentioned  to  do  and 
commit.  And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do 
say  that  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  and  Maria  Manning, 
then  and  there  the  said  Patrick  O'Connor  in  manner  and  form  in 
fchb  count  mentioned  feloniously  wilfully  and  of  their  malice  afore- 
thought did  kill  and  murder  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen  her  crown  and  dignity. 


The  following  Account  of  the  proceedings  at  the  trial  is  taken  from 
the  Short  Hand  Writer's  notes,  published  bf/  W.  M.  Clark,  17, 
Warwick  Lane. 

The  trial  of  Frederick  George  Manning  and  Maria  his  wife, 
charged  vrith  the  murder  of  Patrick  O'Connor,  commenced  on 
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1849.        ^^^  morning  of    Thursday  25th  October.     At  five  minutes  after 
ten  o'clock,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  (Sir  F.  Pollock,)  Mr.  Justice 


Manning's  -^j^xjije^  and  Mr.  Justice  Cresswell,  accompanied  by  the  Lord 
Mayor,  and  the  usual  civic  officers,  entered  the  Court.  At  the 
same  time,  the  two  prisoners,  Frederick  George  Manning  and 
Maria  Manning  were  placed  at  the  bar. 

The  Attorney  General  (Sir  J,  Jervis),  Mr.  darfuon^  Mr.  Bod' 
kin,  and  Mr.  Clerk  appeared  for  the  prosecution,  instructed  by 
Mr.  Maule,  the  solicitor  to  the  Treasury ;  Mr.  Serjeant  WiUdm 
and  Mr.  Ckamock,  were  for  the  male  prisoner,  and  Mr.  BaUanitm 
and  Mr.  Parry  for  Mrs.  Manning, 

The  prisoner  Frederick  George  Manning,  was  charged  on  the 
indictment,  (which  was  read  by  Mr.  Straigkt,  clerk  of  arraigns), 
with  having,  &c.,  [see  copy  of  indictment],  and  Maria  Mannmg 
was  charged  in  the  same  indictment  with  having  been  present  sid- 
ing and  abetting  the  said  Frederick  George  Manning  to  commit  tlie 
felony.     [  See  copy  of  indictment] . 

On  being  called  upon  to  plead,  the  male  prisoner  exclaimed,  in 
a  loud  and  firm  tone,  "  Not  Guilty." 

Mr.  Ballantine  said  he  appeared  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Manning,  wbo 
was  a  native  of  Geneva^  and  who,  as  an  alien,  prayed  that  she  migiit 
be  tried  by  a  jury  composed  partly  of  aliens. 

The  Chief  Baron. — The  prisoner  ought  to  plead  before  the 
application  is  made. 

Mr.  Ballantine  would  call  their  Lordships'  attention  to  **  Bacon's 
Abridgement,^  vol.  4,  p.  568,  where  it  was  laid  down  that,  "  If 
upon  an  indictment  of  felony  against  an  alien  he  plead  <  Not  Guilty/ 
and  a  common  jury  be  returned,  if  he  do  not  surmise  his  being 
an  alien  before  any  of  the  jury  sworn,  he  hath  lost  that  advantage; 
but  if  he  allege  that  he  is  an  alien,  he  may  challenge  the  array  for 
that  cause,  and  thereupon  a  new  precept  or  venire  shall  issue,  or  an 
award  be  made  of  a  jury  de  medietate  linguce.  But  it  is  more  pro- 
per for  him  to  surmise  it  upon  his  plea  pleaded,  and  thereupon  to 
pray  it."  If,  however,  it  was  their  Lordships'  opinion  that  the  plet 
should  be  pleaded  before  the  application  was  made,  the  female 
prisoner  was  now  ready  to  plead. 

The  Chief  Baron  said,  according  to  the  old  form,  where  the 
question  was  put,  afler  the  plea  had  been  put  in,  '*  How  will  jon 
be  tried  ?"  the  prisoner,  instead  of  answering,  "  By  God  and  my 
country,"  said,  "  By  a  jury  de  medietate  linguce,^ 
Mr.  Ballantine.  Then  we  will  take  the  plea. 
The  usual  question : — **  Are  you  guilty  or  not  guilty  of  thb 
felony?" — was  then  put  to  the -female  prisoner  by  the  clerk  of 
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arraigns,  and  she  replied,  in  a  tone  scarcely  audible  a  few  feet  from        1849. 
the  dock,  "  Not  Guilty." 

The  prisoners  were  then  arraigned  on  the  coroner's  inquisition,       ^CwmT^  ' 
and  both  of  them  pleaded  "  Not  Guilty." 

The  Clerk  was  proceeding  to  swear  the  jury,  when  Mr.  BaXlan- 
Hne  said : — Mrs.  Manning  desires  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  de  medU" 
UUe  UngtUB^yand  prays  his  Lordship  to  award  it. 

The  Attorney  General  understood  his  learned  friend  to  make  this 
application  on  the  ground  that  his  client  was  technically  and  legally 
an  alien. 

Mr.  BaUantine.     I  put  it  upon  that  ground. 

The  Attorney  General  said,  that,  although  aliens  were  undoubt- 
edly entitled  to  that  privilege,  yet  that  Mrs.  Manning^  being  the 
wife  of  a  British  subject,  had  no  claim  to  a  jury  de  medietate  lingtus. 
And,  even  if  she  were  not  the  wife  of  a  natural  born  subject  of  this 
realm,  yet,  being  tried  upon  a  joint  indictment,  she  would  not  be 
entitled  to  such  a  jury.  With  regard  to  the  first  point,  it  was 
declared  by  the  act  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  16,  "  that  any  woman 
married,  or  who  who  shall  be  married,  to  a  natural  bom  subject,  or 
person  naturalized,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  herself  natu- 
ralized, and  have  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  a  natural  born 
subject."  But  it  had  been  expressly  decided,  that,  even  if  the 
female  prisoner  were  now  an  alien  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  yet 
that  being  indicted  jointly  with  a  natural  born  subject,  she  was  not 
entitled  to  a  jury  de  medietate  lingtus.  He  would  refer  their  Lord- 
ships to  the  abstract  of  Barrels  case  (Moore,  567),  "  Bacon^s 
Abridgement,*^  vol.  4,  p.  557.  It  was  there  laid  down  that,  "  upon 
an  information  exhibited  by  the  Attorney  General  against  several 
merchants,  some  of  whom  were  aliens  and  some  English,  after  issue 
joined,  the  ^aliens  prayed  a  trial  per  medietatem  lingtue ;  but  it  was 
resolved  by  all  the  Judges  of  England  that  they  should  not  have 
it ;  and  they  likened  it  to  the  case  of  privilege  where  one  of  the 
defendants  demands  privilege,  and  the  Court  (as  to  his  companion) 
cannot  hold  plea  ;  and  then  he  shall  be  ousted  of  his  privilege." 

Mr.  BaUantine  said,  he  had  submitted  his  application  partly  upon 
a  statute  with  which  their  Lordships  were  familiar,  the  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  50,  8.  47,  which  provides,  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall 
extend  to  deprive  any  alien  indicted  or  impeached  of  any  felony  or 
misdemeanor  of  the  right  of  being  tried  by  a  jury  de  medietate 
lingtue;  but  that,  on  the  prayer  of  every  alien  so  indicted  or 
impeached,  the  sheriff  shall  return  for  one-half  of  the  jury  a 
competent  number  of  aliens,  if  so  many  there  be  in  the  town  or 
place  where  the  trial  is  held ;  and,  if  not,  then  so  many  aliens  as 
shall  be  found  in  the  same  town  or  place. 
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1849.  TheCfliKF  Babon  asked  the  learned  gentleman  to  assist  the 

Court  by  going  a  little  further  back,  and  pointing  out  how  an  alien 

^^Caw  ^''    became  at  all  entitled  to  a  jury  de  medietate  UngtuB.    He  believed 
it  was  by  a  statute  of  Edward  8. 

Mr.  BaUanHne.  The  28th  Edward  3.  But  though  that  statute 
might  create  the  right  of  an  alien  to  be  tried  bj  a  jury  of  thii 
Idnd,  he  thought  it  important  to  call  the  attention  of  the  Court  lo 
the  modern  statute  he  had  cited,  to  shew  that  it  contained  a  deda- 
ratbn  that  the  rights  of  aliens  should  be  perfectly  carried  out.  It 
was,  in  fact,  a  re-enactment  of  the  act  of  Edward  3,  by  the  Legift- 
latnre,  with  the  knowledge  of  any  difficulties  that  might  have 
arisen  under  the  operation  of  that  act.  He  thought  it  aa  inpo^ 
tant  fact,  that  no  exception  was  made  in  the  statute  of  Gto.  4. 
The  Legislature  must  have  passed  that  statute  with  the  knowledge 
that  aliens  had  been  indicted  along  with  persons  who  were  not 
aliens :  and  they  were  also  perfectly  well  aware  that  aliem  flu^ 
marry  natural  bom  subjects  of  this  realm. 

The  Chief  Baron.— The  act  of  6  Geo.  4  (Sir  R.  PeeV9  Jury  Aet) 
was  passed  long  prior  to  the  statute  mentioned  by  the  Attorney 
GeneraL 

Mr.  BcUlatUine,  But,  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  express  enact- 
ment in  that  statute  with  reference  to  a  person  placed  in  the  ptf^ 
ticular  position  of  the  female  prisoner,  he  apprehended  that  tbe 
prior  act,  which  was  perfectly  clear,  could  not  be  overruled  by  the 
subsequent  statute,  and  that  the  right  could  not  be  taken  away  bj 
the  mere  implication  of  that  statute.  This  was  an  extremely  im- 
portant privilege  in  the  administration  both  of  the  criminal  and 
civil  justice  of  the  country,  and  he  thought  their  Lordships  would 
be  of  opinion  that  it  could  only  be  abolished  by  express  and  direct 
enactment.  He  would  call  the  attention  of  the  Court  to  one  or 
two  other  authorities,  to  shew  what  had  been  deemed  to  be  the  role 
from  time  to  time.  In  "  Comyn's  Digest^''  tit.  "  Alien,"  D.  L,  it  is 
stated  that ''  the  King  only  has  the  prerogative  to  make  any  alien 
to  be  a  denizen;  that  he  cannot  grant  this  prerogative  to  saj 
other ;  and  that  the  usual  manner  of  a  denization  is  by  letters 
patent,  and  so  it  may  be  by  Parliament."  He  understood  tlie 
Attorney  Greneral  to  contend  that  the  7  &  8  Vict  c  66,  rendered 
the  law  as  it  stood  previously  to  that  statute  imperative  with  refe- 
rence to  the  female  prisoner,  in  consequence  of  her  being  a  mar- 
ried woman  ;  and  that  that  statute,  by  giving  her  all  the  rights  of 
a  natural  bom  subject,  took  away  from  her  the  power  of  demanding 
a  jury  de  medietate  lingu<B,  He  (Mr.  BaUarUine)  apprehended, 
however,  that  a  law  which  involved  so  important  a  right  as  that 
now  claimed  by  the  female  prisoner,  could  only  be  abrogated  by 
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express  tenns,  and  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  terms  of  the  act        1849. 

cited  by  the  learned  gentleman  to  take  away  that  right.     He  con-  — 

sidered that  the  grounds  upon  which  Barrels  case,  which  had  been    ^^qJ^^' 

referred  to  by  the  Attorney  General,  was  decided,  were  not  at  all 

applicable  to  the  present  case.     The  Chief  Baron  had  asked  him 

(Mr.  Ballaniine)  to  refer  to  the  stat.  28  Edward  3,  c.  1 3,  and  he 

found  ("  Bacofis  Abridgment^  p.  566)  that  the  statute  enacted 

that  ^  in  all  manner  of  inquests  and  proofs  which  be  to  be  taken  or 

made  amongst  aliens  and  denizens,  be  they  merchants  or  others, 

although  the  Kng  be  party,  the  one-half  of  the  inquest  or  proof 

shall  be  denizens,  and  the  other  half  aliens,  if  so  many  aliens  and 

foreigners  be  in  the  tO¥m  or  place  where  such  inquest  or  proof  is 

to  be  taken ;  and  if  there  be  not  so  many  aliens,  then  shall  there 

be  put  in  such  inquests  or  proofs  as  many  aliens  as  shall  be  found 

in  the  same  towns  or  places,  that  be  not  thereto  parties,  and  the 

remnant  of  denizens  which  be  good  men,  and  not  suspicious  to 

the  one  party  nor  to  the  other."    He  apprehended  that  the  real 

question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  woman  at  the  bar  was  a 

denizen ;  and,  if  not,  he  submitted  that  she  was  entitled  to  be  tried 

by  a  jury  de  medietate  Ungtus, 

Mr.  Parry  followed  on  the  same  side.  He  contended  that  the 
priTilege  claimed  by  the  female  prisoner  was  one  which  could  not 
be  got  rid  of  by  mere  implication  in  an  act  of  Parliament ;  but  that 
if  abolished  at  all,  it  must  be  abolished  by  express  enactment.  The 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  66,  conferred  certain  privileges  upon  aliens  bom, 
who  married  natural  bom  subjects  of  the  Crown  ;  but  it  did  not 
take  away  any  privilege  that  had  been  previously  conferred  by  any 
act  of  Parliament ;  and,  he  therefore  submitted  that  the  clause  of 
that  act  upon  which  the  Attomey  Greneral  relied,  did  not  support 
his  objection,  because  it  did  not  by  express  enactment  take  away 
the  right  claimed  by  the  prisoner  as  an  alien  bora.  He  appre- 
hended that  there  was  only  one  way  in  which  a  person  bom  an 
alien  conld  divest  himself  of  the  capacity  or  status  of  alienage,  and 
that  was  by  the  consent  of  the  State  or  Government  of  which  he 
was  a  snbjecL  It  had  been  decided  in  Doe  dem.  Thomas  ▼. 
Achlamj  2  Barn,  h  Cress.  779,  that  the  only  way  in  which  a 
natural  bom  subject  could  divest  himself  of  that  condition  was  by 
the  consent  of  his  liege  lord. 

Mr.  JusTicB  Cresswetx. — Was  it  not  rather  that  a  man  cannot 
get  rid  of  the  allegiance  he  owes  to  the  country  where  he  was 
bom? 

Mr.  Parry  apprehended  it  was  decided  that  a  person  conld  not 
divest  himself  of  the  condition  of  alienage  without  the  consent  of 
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1840.        ^^®  country  of  which  he  was  a  natural  bom  subject.     He  would 
refer  their   Lordships  to  4  Blackstone's  Commentaries^  p.  352, 


Manning's   ^\^q^q  \i  ^^g  clearly  laid  down,  that  the  female  prisoner 

entitled  to  the  privilege  she  now  claimed.  Speaking  of  challenges 
in  criminal  cases,  Blackstane  says,  "  Challenges  may  here  be  made 
either  on  the  part  of  the  King,  or  on  that  of  the  prisoner  ;  and  either 
to  the  whole  array,  or  the  separate  polls,  for  the  very  same  reasons 
that  they  may  be  made  in  civil  causes.  For  it  is  here,  at  least,  as 
necessary  as  there,  that  the  sheriff  or  returning  officer  be  totallj 
indifferent ;  that  where  an  alien  is  indicted,  the  jury  should  be 
de  medietatCy  or  half  foreigners,  if  so  many  are  found  in  the  place." 
The  Court,  he  thought,  would  hardly  hold,  upon  the  authority 
of  the  case  cited  by  the  Attorney  General,  that  because  the  female 
prisoner  was  indicted  jointly  with  a  natural  born  subject,  she  was 
thereby  debarred  from  her  privileges  as  an  alien.  These  parties 
might  have  been  indicted  separately.  Would  their  Liordships  hold 
that,  because  a  peer  was  jointly  indicted  with  a  commoner,  his 
privilege  of  trial  by  his  peers  was  taken  away  from  him  ? 

AfVer  a  consultation  between  the  Chief  Baron  and  his  brother 
Judges  which  occupied  nearly  half  an  hour, 

The  Chief  Baron  announced  the  decision  of  the  Court    He 
said,  that  Frederick  George  Manning  and  Maria  his  wife  were 
indicted  for  murder,  and  both  had  pleaded  Not  Guilty.    Maria 
Manning  had  suggested  by  her  counsel  that  she  was  entitled  to 
have  a  jury  de  medietate  UngutBy  on  the  ground  of  her  being  an 
alien.    The  Attorney  General  had  opposed  this  application,  and  had 
cited  Barrels  case,  which  had  occurred  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
and  the  stat.  of  7  and  8  Victy  which  enacts  that  an  alien  wonuia 
marrying  a  natural  born  subject  of  this  realm  shall  become  na- 
turalized by  the  marriage.     It  appeared  to  him  (the  Chief  Baroo) 
that  the  statute  of  Victoria  was  an  answer  to  the  application.    He 
would  forbear  going  into  the  argument  with  reference  to  Barrett 
case ;  for  he  would  not  like  hastily,  and  without  much  more  con- 
sideration, to  adopt  the  decision  there  given  as  applicable  to  the 
present  case  :  but  he  considered  that  the  statute  of  Victoria  was  a 
complete  answer  to  the  application  which  had  just  been  made.  By 
that  statute,  an  alien  woman  who  married  a  natural-born  subject, 
became  naturalized  by  the  marriage ;  and  from  the  terms  of  the 
statute,  it  appeared  to  him  that  she  would  be  considered  exactly  as 
if  she  had  been  naturalized  by  act  of  Parliament,  or  had  been 
herself  a  natural-born  subject.    The  question  remains,  whether  she 
could  now  claim  a  jury  de  medietate  lingua.     Her  husband,  as  a 
natural  born  subject,  could  not  be  tried  by  a  jury  so  constituted. 
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The  language  of  the  statute  of  Edward  3,  and  indeed,  of  all  the        18i9. 
modern  statutes  explaining  the  law,  was,  that  in  all  manner  of  ~  ; 

inquests  and  proofs  which  be  to  be  taken  or  made  amongst  aliens,  Cue. 
although  the  King  be  party,  one-half  of  the  inquest  shall  be  denizens 
and  the  other  half  aliens.  Now,  the  question  was,  whether  this 
was  an  issue  to  be  taken  between  the  Queen  and  an  alien.  Maria 
Manning  had  married  a  natural  born  subject  of  the  realm,  and 
was  deemed  and  taken  to  be  naturalized.  It  was  laid  down  hj 
Hawk.  P.  Ci  Book  2,  c.  43,  s.  39.  ^'  It  is  holden  that  by  denizens 
in  tlus  statute  are  meant,  not  only  those  who  are  bom  within  the 
King's  lig^ance,  but  also  those  who  are  made  denizens  by  the 
King's  letters  patent."  It  has  been  contended  by  Mr.  Barry^  that 
the  statute  of  Victoria  was  intended  to  confer  privileges  and  to 
create  new  rights,  but  not  to  taki?  away  privileges  which  had  pre- 
viously existed ;  but  it  appeared  to  him  (the  Chief  Baron),  that  the 
answer  to  that  was,  that  the  status  of  the  party  was  altered.  All 
the  privileges  which  were  personal — which  belonged  to  the  indi- 
vidual— had  been  preserved  ;  but  the  privilege  of  being  tried  by  a 
jury  de  medietate  Ungtue  was  not  the  individual  privilege  of  the 
prisoner,  but  of  the  status  or  condition  to  which  he  belonged.  It 
was  not  necessary,  then,  to  take  away  that  privilege  by  express 
words ;  it  was  sufficient  to  alter  the  status  of  the  person.  The 
moment  he  ceased  to  be  an  alien,  the  inquest  to  be  taken  ceased 
to  be  an  inquest  between  our  sovereign  Lady  the  Queen  and  an 
alien,  and  became  an  inquest  between  the  Queen  and  a  naturalized 
subject  of  the  realm.  It  appeared  to  the  Court,  therefore,  that  the 
trial  must  proceed. 

Mr.  BattanHne  then  moved,  that  his  application  might  be  entered 
upon  the  record. 

The  Attorney  General  said,  if  that  were  done,  he  would  plead 
that  the  female  prisoner  had  married  Frederick  George  Manning^ 
a  natural  bom  subject  of  the  realm. 

After  some  consultation,  it  was  agreed  that  Mr.  BaUantine 
should  have  the  option  of  ndsing  the  question  on  the  record,  or  of 
having  the  point  reserved  fbr  the  consideration  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  in  criminal  cases. 


VOL.  I.  Af  M 
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1849.         REGINA  V.  FRANCIS  EMSLEY  TOSHACK. 


Indictment  Qn  the  13th  June^  1849,  the  defendant  was  tried  before 
charged  that  Mr.  Justice  Patteson,  at  the  Central  Criminal  Qmrt^ 
^hifiWhT*  ^^^  pleaded  guilty  to  an  indictment  for  forgery  at 
^noyn«i7»     common  law. 

a  certain  The  indictment  stated,  that  at  the  time  of  the  of- 

likenefs^?*  fences  in  the  first  six  counts,  William  Pixley  and 
and  as  and  others,  on  behalf  of  the  Corporation  of  the  Trinity 
and  Kenuine  House^  Were  in  the  habit  of  examining  persons  volun- 
Md  under  t^^ily  submitting  to  such  examination,  touching  their 
the  band  of  nautical  skill,  and  to  grant  them  certificates  to  act  afl 
ton,  as  master  masters.  That  in  order  to  enable  persons  to  be  ez- 
caUed^"^  ^™'°^d  ^^^  procure  such  certificates,  it  was  necessary 
Ruckers,*'  to  produce  to  the  examiners,  certificates  of  service  and 
that  I^Sie     sobriety,  and  good  conduct  at  sea,  for  not  less  than 

?iiS*^ad   «-^  years. 

served  with        That  the  examiners  had  in  their  possession  pieces 

W.Neiison  ^^  paper,  of  the  value  of  one  penny  each,  on  which 
as  able  sea-     tfj^y  y^^^e  in  the  habit  of  ffrantinff  certificates. 

man  on  board        v       ^  mi  i   i»      i  i       •  •/•  r 

the  said  yes-       Ist  Count.     That  defendant  having  certificates  oi 

November,  Service  for  less  than  six  years,   in  order  falsely  to 

1842,  till  obtain  a  certificate  from  the  examiners,  forged  a  cer- 

1845.  and  *  tificate  of  Service  under  the  hand  of  William  Neilsont 

timTcon-  ^^  ^^  '^^^»  defendant's  service,  on  board  the   barque 

ducted  him-  "  Ruckers^''   to   the    great  damage,    deception,  and 

sober  and  prejudice  of  the  examiners. 

orderly  man- 
ner, with  intent  thereby,  &c.  to  deceive,  injure,  &c.  A.,  B.,  C.  andD.,  to  the  great  injnrfi 
&c.  of  the  said  A.,  B,,  C.  and  D.,  to  the  evil,  &c.  example  of  all  oUier  persons  in  fi» 
like  case  offending,  and  against  the  peace,  &c. 

8th  Count  Same  as  above,  with  intent  to  deceive,  &c.  the  Corporation  of  the  Trmif 
House, 

Both  counts  held  good  at  common  law. 
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2Dd  Count.     For  uttering  such  a  forged  certificate.       1849. 

3rd  Count.     As  the  1st,  for  forging  only,  adding   toshack^ 
at  the  close,  "  and  did  thereby,  and  by  means  thereof,        Case*   . 
attempt  and  endeavour  to  defraud  the  said  Corpora- 
tion of  one  of  the  said  pieces  of  paper,  to  the  great 
damage,  &c." 

4th  Count.  For  uttering,  with  same  additions^ 
as  3rd. 

5th  Count.  That  defendant  havitig  in  his  pos-^ 
session  the  forged  certificate,  (setting  it  out),  did  pro- 
duce it  to  one  Chrey^  clerk  to  the  exanliners,  and  did 
knowingly  and  falsely  pretend  that  it  was  genuine^ 
with  intent  by  means  of  the  false  pretence  to  obtain 
from  the  examiners  one  of  the  pieces  of  paper,  and 
did  thereby  knowingly  by  the  said  false  pretence 
attempt  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  examiners  of  one  of 
the  pieces  of  paper. 

6th  Count.  Same  as  5th,  only  laying  it  to  defraud 
the  Corporation  of  one  of  the  pieces  of  paper. 

7th  Count.  Without  inducement,  that  defendant 
did  forge  a  writing  as  the  certificate  of  William  NdU 
son,  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  William  Pix- 
ley  and  others. 

8th  Count.     For  uttering  same. 

9th  Count.  As  7th,  with  intent  thereby  and  by 
means  thereof  to  deceive,  injure,  prejudice,  and  de- 
fraud the  said  Corporation  of  the  Trinity  House  of 
Deptford  Strand^  to  the  great  damage  and  deception 
of  the  said  Corporation,  to  the  evil  and  pernicious 
example,  &c.  &c. 

10th  Count.     For  uttering  same. 

Having  some  doubts  whether  any  of  these  counts 
state  an  indictable  offence,  and  at  the  suggestion  of 
the  counsel  for  the  prosecution,  the  learned  Judge 
reserved  this  case  for  the  opinion  of  her  Majesty's 
Judges^ 

M  M   3 
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1849. 

Toshack's 
Case. 


On  20th  November^  a.  d.  1849,  this  case  was  con- 
sidered by  Pollock  C.  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Wight- 
man  J.,  Platt  B.,  Talfourd  J. ;  and  they  all  held  the 
7th  and  9th  counts  of  the  indictment  to  be  good,  and 
the  conviction  right  (a). 

Central  Criminal  Courts  \  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen, 
TO  WIT.  J  upon  their  oath  present,  that  heretofore 

and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  the  several  offences  in  the  6r8t 
six  counts  of  this  indictment  mentioned,  William  Pixley^  George 
Prohyn^  Charles  Farguharson  and  Edward  Foordy  as  examiners  for 
and  on  behalf  of  the  Master  Wardens  and  Assistants  of  the  Guild 
Fraternity  or  Brotherhood  of  THe  Most  Glorious  and  Undivided 
Trinity,  and  of  St,  Clementy  in  the  parish  of  Deptford,  in  the 
county  of  Kent,  commonly  called  The  Corporation  of  Trinity 
House  of  Deptford  Strondy  were  and  had  been  in  the  habit  of 
examining  persons,  voluntarily  submitting  to  such  examination, 
touching  and  concerning  their  nautical  skill  and  knowledge,  and 
touching  and  concerning  their  capacities  to  navigate  ships  and 
vessels,  and  to  grant  to  them,  when  properly  qualified,  certificates 
of  their  fitness  to  act  in  certain  capacities,  and  amongst  others  as 
masters  in  and  on  board  of  ships  and  other  vessels.  And  the 
jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that 
in  order  to  enable  such  persons  to  be  examined  as  aforesaid,  and 
to  obtain  from  the  said  William  Pixley,  George  Probyrty  Charles 
Farguharson  and  Edward  Foordy  as  such  examiners  as  aforesaid, 
a  certificate  of  the  fitness  of  such  persons  to  act  as  masters  of  ships 
and  vessels  as  aforesaid,  it  was  during  all  the  times  in  the  first  six 
counts  of  this  indictment  mentioned  necessary  that  such  persons 
should  produce  to  the  said  William  Pixleyy  George  Probyny  Charles 
Farguharson  and  Edward  Foordy  as  such  examiners  as  aforesaid, 
certificates  of  sobriety  and  general  good  character  and  conduct, 
and  also  certificates  of  such  persons  having  previously  served  at 
sea  for  not  less  than  six  years.     And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 


(a)  The  Editor  is  indebted  to 
R,  M.  Straight,  Esquire,  the  De* 
puty  Clerk  of  Assize  on  the  Home 
Circuit,  for  the  follow  inf^r  copy  of 
the  indictment  against  Toshack,  for 
forgiDf^r  a  certificate  of  service  with 
one  Henry  JobUuy  Master  of  the 
Marchioness  of  Butey  to  which 
indictment  he  at  the  same  session 
pleaded  guilty.     As  this  indict- 


ment, and  that  in  the  principal 
case  were  precisely  in  the  same 
form,  mutatis  mutandis,  and  the 
Editor  was  unable  to  procure  t 
copy  of  the  latter,  he  has  inserted 
the  former  in  its  stead.  For  a  copy 
of  the  Ist,  7th,  &  9th  counts  of  the 
indictment  in  the  principal  case,  see 
S.  C.  Cox,  C.  C.  N.  38. 
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their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  siud  William        ]S49. 

Pixley^  George  Probyn^  Charles  Farquharson  and  Edward  Foord^   — 

being  such  examiners  as  aforesaid,  had  in  their  possession  divers         (vj^*^ ' 
pieces  of  paper  of  the  value  of  one  penny  each,  upon  which  said 
pieces  of  paper  the  said  William  Pixky^  George  Probyn^  Charles 
Farquharson  and  Edward  Foord^  examiners  as  aforesaid,  were  in 
the  habit  of  granting,  to  persons  properly  qualified,  certi6cates  of 
their  fitness  to  navigate  ships  and  vessels  as  masters  thereof  as 
aforesfud.     And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
further  present,  that  Francis  Emsley  Toshack,  late  of  the  parish  of 
Stepney f  in  the  county  of  Middlesex^  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  said  Court,  labourer,  well  knowing  the  premises,  and  having  in 
his  possession  certain  documents  in  the  form  of  certificates,  whereby 
it  was  made  to  appear,  and  it  did  appear,  that  the  said  Francis 
Emsley  Toshach  had  served  in  various  vessels  in  different  capacities 
at  sea,  for  various  periods  of  time  previously,  not  amounting  in  the 
whole  to  the  period  of  six  years,  in  order  to  make  it  falsely  appear 
to  the  said  William  Pixley,  George  Probyn^  Charles  Farquharson 
and  Edward  Foordy  as  such  examiners  as  aforesaid,  that  he  had 
duly  served  at  sea  the  residue  of  the  term  of  six  years,  and  unjustly 
to  obtain  from  them,  as  the  said  examiners,  one  of  the  said  pieces 
of  paper  of  the  value  of  one  penny,  being  the  certificate  of  the  said 
examiners,  of  the  fitness  of  him  the  said  Francis  Emsley  Toshach^ 
to  navigate  and  serve  as  a  master  in  and  on  board  of  ships  and 
other  vessels,  and  to  defraud  them  of  such  pieces  of  paper,  and 
thereby  to  deceive,  injure,  prejudice  and  defiraud  the  said  William 
Pixley,  Creorge  Probyn^  diaries  Farquharson  and  Edward  Foord^ 
on  the  fifth  day  of  Mayy  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  forty-nine,  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish 
aforesdd,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  said  Court,  unlawfully,  falsely,  knowingly,  subtilely,  fraudu- 
lently and  deceitfully  did  make,  forge  and  counterfeit  a  certain 
paper  writing,  to  the  likeness  and  similitude  of,  and  as  and  for  a 
true  and  genuine  writing  of,  and  under  the  hand  of  one  Henry 
Jobliny  as  the  master  of  a  vessel,  certifying  that  he  the  said  Francis 
Emsley  Toshach^  in  the  said  forged  writing  described  as  Francis 
Toshach  served  with  him  the  said  Henry  JobUnj  as  able  seaman,  on 
board  the  Marchioness  of  Bute^  from  the  fourth  day  of  November^ 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-two, 
till  the  first  of  t/biatiary,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-five, 
and  that  he  the  said  Francis  Toshach  had,  during  such  time,  con- 
ducted himself  in  a  sober  and  orderly  manner,  to  the  great  damage, 
deception  and  prejudice  of  the  said  William  Pixley^  George  Probyn, 
Charles  Farquharson  and  Edward  Foord.     To  the  evil  and  per- 
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1849        nicioos  example  of  all  others  in  the  like  case  offending^  and  agunst 

the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Qaeen,  her  crown  and  digmty. 

ToBHACK'a        Second^  third  and  fourth  counts.     See  Copy  Case. 

Fifth  count  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesud, 
do  further  present,  that  heretofore  and  before  the  commitdng  of 
the  offence  hereinafter  mendoned,  Henry  JobUn  hereinafter  men* 
tionedy  had  been  master  of  a  vessel  called  The  MarehUmeu  ff 
ButCf  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  fifth  day  of  Me^^  A.D., 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-nine,  the  said  WiUiam  PixUy^ 
George  Prohyny  Charles  Farquharson  and  Edward  Foordy  having 
in  their  possession  divers  pieces  of  paper  of  the  value  of  one  penny 
each,  upon  which  they  were  accustomed  to  grant  such  certificates 
as  in  the  said  First  count  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  and  the  said 
Francis  Emshy  Toshack  having  in  his  possession  divers  documents 
in  the  form  of  certificates,  whereby  it  was  made  to  appear,  and  did 
appear,  that  the  said  Francis  Emsley  Toshach  had  served  in 
different  capacities  in  various  vessels  at  sea,  for  various  periods  of 
time  previously,  not  amounting  in  the  whole  to  six  years,  and  well 
knowing  the  premises  in  the  First  count  of  this  indictment  men- 
tioned, and  having  also  in  his  possession  a  certain  other  document, 
in  the  form  of  a  certificate,  whereby,  in  connexion  with  the  said  other 
documents,  it  was  made  to  appear,  that  the  said  Francis  EmsUj/ 
Toshach  had  served  as  a  seaman  at  sea,  for  the  period  of  six  years 
and  upwards,  which  said  last  mentioned  document  then  and  there 
was,  and  b  as  follows,  that  is  to  say : — 

**  This  b  to  certify  that  the  bearer,  Francis  Toshach^  served 
with  me  as  able  seaman  in  the  Marchioness  of  Bute^  fit>m 
the  4th  day  of  November,  1842,  till  the  1st  January^  1845, 
and  that  during  such  time  conducted  himself  in  a  sober  and 
orderly  manner. 

<<  Henry  JobUny  faster, 
«  London^  January  2nd,  1845.'' 

he  the  said  Francis  Emsley  Toshach^  on  the  said  5th  day  of  Man, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fbrty-nme^ 
at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  said  Central  Criminal  Court,  did  produce  to  one  Eoberi 
James  Moring  Grey,  clerk  to  the  said  WUUam  Pixley,  George  Jhrih 
hyn,  Charles  Farquharson,  and  Edward  Foord,  as  such  examinerti 
as  in  the  said  first  count  of  thb  indictment  mentioned,  the  said  last- 
mentioned  document,  and  did  then  and  there  unlawfully,  knowingly 
and  designedly,  falsely  pretend  to  the  said  Robert  James  Moring 
Grey,  that  the  same  document  then  was  the  true  and  genuine  writing 
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and  certificate  of  and  under  the  band  of  the  said  Henry  JolUn^  with        ]  g^  g^ 

intent  thereby,  and  by  means  of  the  siud  false  pretence,  in  this  count 

mendoned  to  obtain  of  and  from  the  sud  WUUam  Pixky,  George   '^^^q^^^'* 
Probyn^  Charles  Farquharson  and  Edward  Foord,  one  of  the  said 
pieces  of  paper  of  the  value  of  one  penny  in  this  count  mentioned, 
the  property  of  the  said  William  Pixkyy  George  Probyn,  Qharles 
Farquharson  and  Edward  Foord^  having  thereon  the  certificate 
of  the  fitness  of  him  the  said  Francis  Emsley  Toshack  to  serve  on 
board  ships  and  vessels  in  the  capacity  of  master,  and  to  cheat  and 
defiraud  the  sidd  fFilliam  Pixleyy   George  Probyny  Charles  Far' 
quharson  and  Edward  Foordj  of  one  of  such  pieces  of  paper,  and 
the  said  Francis  Emsley  Toshach  did  then  and  there  in  manner 
in  this  count  aforesaid,  and  by  the  false  pretences  aforesaid,  unlaw- 
fully, knowingly,  and  designedly,  fraudulently  attempt  and  endea- 
vour to  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  William  Pixley^  George  Probyn, 
Charles  Farquharson  and  Edward  Foord,  of  one  of  the  said  pieces 
of  paper  in  this  count  mentioned.     Whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
the  said  document  in  tlus  count  mentioned,  so  produced  by  the  said 
Francis  Emsley  Toshach  as  in  this  count  mentioned,  was  not  then 
a  true  or  genuine  writing  or  certificate  of  or  under  the  hand  of  the 
said  Henry  Joblin;  but  then  was  a  false  forged  and  fabricated 
wriUng  and  certificate,  as  he  the  said  Francis  Emsley  Toshach 
then  and  there  well  knew.     To  the  great  damage  and  deception  of 
the  said   WiUiam  Pixhy^  George  Probyn,  Charles  Farquharson 
and  Edward  Foord^  to  the  evil  and  pernicious  example  of  all  others 
in  the  like  case  offending,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Sixth  count.     See  Copy  Case. 

Seventh  count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  frirther  present,  that  the  said  Francis  Emsley  Toshacky 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  fifth  day  of  May^  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-nine,  at  the  parish 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesiud,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  said  Central  Criminal  Courts  uulawftiUy,  knowingly,  fidsely, 
subtilely,  firaudulently  and  deceitfully  did  make,  forge  and  counter- 
feit a  certain  writing  to  the  likeness  and  similitude  of,  and  as  and 
for  a  true  and  genuine  writing,  of,  and  under  the  hand  of  one 
Henry  Joblin,  as  the  master  of  a  vessel  called  The  Marchioness  of 
Bute,  certifying  that  he  the  said  Francis  Emsley  Toshaehy  therein 
described  as  Francis  Toshcu^h,  had  served  ^th  the  said  Henry 
JobUn,  as  able  seaman  on  board  the  said  Marchioness  of  Bute^  from 
the  fourth  day  of  November,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty- 
two,  till  the  first  of  January,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
forty-five,  and  [that]  during  such  time  conducted  himself  in  a  sober 
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and  orderly  manner,  with  intent  thereby,  and  by  means  thereof  to 
deceive,  injure,  prejudice  and  defraud  the  said  WUUam  jPbrl^, 
€r€orge  Probyn^  Charles  Farquharsan  and  Edward  Foordy  to  the 
great  injury  and  deception  of  thesaid  William  Fixley,  George  I^robyn, 
Charles  Farquharsan  and  Edward  Foordy  to  the  evil  and  pemid- 
ous  example  of  all  other  persons  in  the  like  case  offending,  an< 
the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dlgni^. 
Eighthy  ninth  and  tenth  counts.     See  Copy  Case. 


1849. 


A.f  indicted 
at  the  Central 
Criminal 
Court  for 
forf^reiy.     He 
was  not 
shewn  either 
to  have  com- 
mitted the 
forffery,  or 
ever  to  have 
been  in  cus- 
tody within 
the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the 
said  Court 
till  the 
moment 
before  his 
trial,  when 
he  sur- 
rendered in 
discharf^e  of 
his  bail. 
Held,  that  he 
was  triable  in 
that  court 
under  stat. 
U  Geo,  4  8c 
1  IVm.  4, 
c.  66,  8.  24, 
as  beinfjr  in 

custody 
within  its 
jurisdiction. 


R.  V.  HENRY  SMYTHIES. 

On  the  22nd  August^  1849,  the  prisoner  was  tried 
before  Mr.  Justice  Erl£,  at  the  Central  Criminal 
Courts  on  an  indictment  which  charged  him  in  the 
first  count  with  forgery  at  common  law,  by  forging  a 
consent  to  act  as  next  friend  in  Chancery.  In  the 
second,  with  uttering  the  same  with  intent  to  defraud. 

The  prisoner  was  not  shewn  to  have  been  in  custody 
till  the  time  when  the  trial  began. 

The  jury  found  as  to  the  first  count  that  he  was 
guilty  of  forging,  but  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
its  having  been  done  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court. 

As  to  the  second,  Guilty.  The  learned  Judge  re- 
served the  following  questions  for  the  consideration  of 
this  Court. 

First.  Was  the  prisoner  indicted  when  he  was  in 
custody,  within  the  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  24, 
he  not  being  shewn  to  be  in  custody  till  the  time 
of  the  trial?  (a). 


(a)  The  stat.  11  Geo,  4  & 
1  Wm,  4,  c.  66,  s.  24,  enacts, 
"  that  if  any  person  shall  commit 
any  offence  against  this  act,  or 
shall  commit  any  offence  of  forg- 
ing  or  altering  any  matter  what- 
soever, or  of  offering,  uttering, 
disposing  of,  or  putting  off  any 
fnatter  whatsoever,  knowing   the 


same  to  be  forged  or  altered, 
whether  the  offence  in  any  such 
case  shall  be  indictable  at  common 
law,  or  by  virtue  of  any  statute  or 
statutes  made  or  to  be  made,  the 
offence  of  every  such  offender  mxf 
be  dealt  with,  indicted,  tried  and 
punished,  and  laid  and  chaiged 
to  have  been  committed,  in  any 
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If  not, 

Secondly.  Is  the  uttering  of  a  forged  instrument 
with  intent  to  defraud  where  the  forging  is  a  misde- 
meanor at  common  law,  a  misdemeanor?  See  R.  v. 
Bault,  2  Car.  &  Kir.  604. 

On  the  20th  November^  a.  d.  1849,  this  case  was 
argued  before  Pollock  C.  B.,  Parke  B.,  Patteson 

J.,  WlGHTMAN  J.,  TaLFOURD  J. 

Keating  for  the  prisoner.  The  forgery  is  not  shewn 
to  have  been  comn^itted,  nor  the  prisoner  to  have 
been  in  custody,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Central 
Criminal  Court. 

Parke  B.— /?.  v.  Whiley,  2  Moo.  C.  C.  186,  is 
incorrectly  reported  (a).     It  was  there  decided  that 

county  or  place  in  which  he  shall 
be  apprehended  or  be  in  custody, 
as  if  his  offence  had  been  actually 
committed  in  that  county  or  place; 
and  every  accessory  before  or  after 
the  fact  to  any  such  offence,  if  the 
same  be  a  felony,  and  every  person 
assisting,  abetting,  or  counselling 
the  commission  of  any  such  offence, 
if  the  same  be  a  misdemeanor, 
may  be  dealt  with,  indicted,  tried 
and  punished,  and  his  offence  laid 
and  charged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted in  any  county  or  place  in 
which  the  principal  offender  may 
be  tried." 

(a)  The  Editor  has  been  favoured 
by  Mr.  Baron  Parks,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Pattbson,  and  Mr.  Baron 
Aldbrson,  with  their  MS.  notes 
of  the  case  of  R.  v.  WkUey,  2  Moo. 
C.  C.  186,  and  is  thereby  enabled 
to  state  that  the  Judges  met  'twice 
to  consider  that  case.  First,  on 
14th  November,  1840,  when  the 
question  discussed  was,  whether 
the  indictment  was  good,  per  se. 
LordDsNMAN  C.J.,TindalC.  J., 

LiTTLBDALB  J.,   BoSANQUBT  J., 

Pattbson  J.,  Gurnbv  J.,  Colb- 
RiDOB  J.,  CoLTMAN  J.,  held  it  bad. 


1894. 

Smythib's 
Case. 


per  se,  Parkb  B.,  Aldbbhon  B., 
Maulb  J.,  held  it  good,  per  se. 
Secondly,  on  23rd  January,  1841, 
when  it  having  been  suggested, 
that  on  the  trial  of  the  rebels  in 
A.D.,  1746,  the  like  exception  had 
been  taken  and  overruled  (Foster, 
C.  L.  12),  all  the  above  Judges, 
except  Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.,  held, 
that  on  the  whole  record,  including 
caption,  plea,  &c.,  the  conviction 
was  good. 

The  marginal  note,  as  originally 
printed  in  2  Moo.  C.  C.  186,  cor- 
rectly states  what  took  place  at  the 
first  meeting  of  the  Judges,  and 
the  division  of  the  Judges.  The 
learned  Reporter's  Addenda  and 
Corrigenda  to  that  volume  correctly 
state  the  result  of  the  second 
meeting,  and  the  division  of  the 
Judges. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  majority 
of  the  Judges  at  the  first  meeting 
held  the  indictment  bad,  per  se. 
But  it  seems  that  they  must  not 
be  thereby  understood  to  mean 
that  the  indictment  would  be  bad 
on  demurrer.  For  if  demurred  to 
on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion, the  record  would  be  made  up 
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the  indictment  need  not  allege  that  the  prisoner  was 
in  custody  at  the  time  of  the  finding  of  the  inqoisitioD, 
in  the  county  of  the  finding.  The  word  *^  not"  is 
omitted  in  the  marginal  note  to  that  case;  and  the 
opinions  of  the  Judges  are  erroneously  given.  So  that 
decision  disposes  of  this  case,  for  the  jury  have  found 
the  prisoner  guilty  of  the  forgery. 

Keating  submitted  that  the  finding  of  the  jury 
amounted  to  a  special  verdict. 

Parke  B No.     It  amounts  to  a  conviction.    The 

jury  find  him  guilty  of  the  forgery,  and  then  append 
to  their  verdict  a  memorandum  about  a  diflferent 
matter,  su^esting  a  doubt  whether  the  indictment 
sufficiently  alleges  the  fact  of  the  prisoner  being  in 
custody. 

Huddteston  for  the  Crown  was  not  called  upon; 
and  the  conviction  was  affirmed. 


to  the  time  of  the  joinder  in  de- 
murrer, and  it  would  then  appear 
by  the  caption  that  the  party  was 
in  custody  within  the  jurisdiction 
at  the  time  of  the  trial.  (Vide  R. 
V.  WTdley,  1  C.  &  K.  164,  per 
GuRNBY  B.,  156,  per  Parks  B. 
and  156^  per  Lord  Abinobr  C.  B. 
and  CoLTMAN  J.)  The  above  de- 
cision of  the  majority  of  the  Judges, 
at  the  first  meeting,  cannot  there- 
fore be  considered  to  have  de- 
termined any  point  of  law. 

On  the  whole,  it  would  seem 
that  the  stat.  1 1  Geo,  4  &  1  fVm.  4, 
c.  66,  s.  24,  enables  the  grand 
jury  of  il.  to  find  a  bill,  though  the 
offence  might  not  have  been  com- 
mitted in  J.,  nor  the  offender  been 


apprehended  in  A.,  or  ever  been 
in  custody  there,  or  at  the  time  of 
the  finding  was  in  custody  at  iD; 
and  that  the  indictment  need  not 
contain  any  averment  respectiiig 
the  custody.  But  if  the  offisnder 
be  afterwards  apprehended  in  A 
for  the  same  or  another  offence, 
and  kept  in  custody  in  A,,  or  snr* 
render  there  to  take  his  trial,  he 
may  be  tried  in  A,  upon  such  in- 
dictment. In  short,  under  the 
above  statute,  the  prisoner  may  be 
tried  upon  an  indictment,  found 
in  any  county  in  which  he  can  be 
brought  into  Court,  although  the 
offence  is  laid  to  have  been  coo- 
mitted  in  a  different  county. 
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REGINA  V.  ROWLAND  GALLEARS.  1840. 


Q£  prisoner,  Rowland  Gallears^  was  indicted  at  the  An  in^<^ 
hropshire  Quarter  sessions,   2nd  July^    1849,   for  that  the 
Baling  "  one  ham  of  the  value  of  ten  shillings,  of  fJl^^^^^ 
e  goods  and  chattels  of  one   Thomas  Heighway.*'  thevaiueio*. 
^hen  the  case  for  the  prosecution  was  closed,  it  was  and  chattels 
)jected  by  Mr.  Kenealey,  as  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  ^^^^^i^'" 
lat  the  prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  of  felony,  Bufficient 
lasmuch   as  it  did    not  sufficiently  appear  by  the  of rtSpro^ 
idictment  that  the  article  stolen  was  the  subject  of  P®'*^  ^xxAtxi. 
rceny,  inasmuch  as  *^  for  anything  that  appeared  on 
le  face  of  the  indictment,  it  might  have  been  the 
im  of  an  animal  fercB  natures^  a  wild  boar,  for  in- 
ance,  which  had  been  stolen/' 

The  Court  overruled  the  objection,  reserving  on  the 
^plication  of  the  prisoner's  counsel  the  above  ques- 
on  of  law  for  the  consideration  of  her  Majesty  s 
adges. 

The  prisoner  was  found  guilty.  Whereupon  the 
ourt  sentenced  the  prisoner  to  one  month's  imprison* 
lent  in  the  House  of  Correction,  with  hard  labour, 
at  respited  the  execution  of  such  judgment  until  the 
lid  question  had  been  decided  ;  and  took  a  recogni- 
ince  of  bail  of  th^  prisoner,  with  sureties  pursuant 
I  the  statute. 

This  case  was  argued  on  Tuesday,  20th  November , 
849,  before  Pollock  C.  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Wiohtman 
.,  Talfodrd  J.,  Platt  B.  (a). 

(a)  Parks  B.  left  the  Court,  and  Platt  B.  came  in»  shortly  after 
le  caae  came  on. 
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1849. 

Gallbar'b 
Case. 


Henniker  for  the  prisoner,  contended  that  the  word 
^'  ham"  was  an  insufficient  description  of  the  property 
stolen,  and  cited  R,  v.  Cox^  1  C.  &  K.  494,  where 
it  had  been  held  that  an  indictment  charging  a  steal- 
ing of  '^  three  eggs/'  was  bad  for  insufficiency,  since 
the  eggs  might  have  been  the  produce  of  animals  not 
domesticated,  and  therefore  not  the  subjects  of  larceny. 

Patteson  J. — I  don't  understand  the  objection. 
Supposing  it  turned  out  on  proof  to  be  the  ham  of  a 
wild  boar,  why  should  the  prisoner  be  at  liberty  to 
take  it  from  the  prosecutor  without  becoming  crimi- 
nally liable?  The  doctrine  respecting  the  descriptioo 
of  animals  in  an  indictment,  applies  only  to  live 
animals,  not  to  parts  of  the  carcasses  of  animals  when 
dead,  such  as  a  boar's  head.  Do  you  find  in  works 
on  natural  history  that  there  is  any  living  animal 
called  a  ham  ? 

Pollock  C.  B.  intimated  a  doubt  as  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  tlie  ruling  in  i2.  v.  Coxj  and  said  that  the 
Court  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  convic- 
tion was  right. 


1849. 


REGINA  V.  WILLIAM  THRISTLE. 
{Two  Indictments). 

The  prisoner,  William  Thristle,  was  indicted   at  the 
Worcestershire  Quarter  sessions,  15th  October^  1849, 
for    stealing    one    watch,    the    property    of    Bobert 
Warren. 
cannot,  by  a        It  appeared  in   evidence   that  the  prosecutor,  in 

subsequent        ry  i  -ta  m  •  i 

wrongful  ap-  Jceoruary^  1848,  met  the  prisoner,  who  was  a  watch- 
^"cSf  ^^^^^  ^^  ilfafoem.     The  prosecutor  asked  prisoner 

to  his  own 

use,  become  guilty  of  larceny. 


If  A.  obtain 
the  chattel 
of  another 
rif^rhtfnlly  in 
the  first  in- 
stance, he 
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if  he  was  going  as  far  as  the  prosecutor's  house,  the       1849. 
prisoner  said  **  yes,  if  the  prosecutor  had  anything  for  thbistlb's 
him."     The  prosecutor  said  his  watch  wanted  regu-        ^■«- 
lating,  if  the  prisoner  would  call. 

The  prisoner  went  to  the  prosecutor's  house,  and 
after  examining  the  watch,  told  the  prosecutor's  wife 
that  he  could  do  nothing  with  it  there,  but  must  take 
it  to  his  own  house.  Prisoner  then  took  it,  and  on 
his  way  home  met  the  prosecutor,  to  whom  he  men- 
tioned that  he  was  taking  the  watch  to  his  own  house, 
and  would  return  it  in  two  or  three  days.  Prosecutor 
made  no  objection. 

In  a  few  weeks  after  prisoner  left  the  neighbour- 
hood, without  returning  prosecutor's  watch,  and  it 
was  not  afterwards  heard  of.  The  prisoner  on  being 
taken  into  custody  said,  ^*  I  have  disposed  of  the  pro- 
perty, and  it  is  impossible  to  get  it  back." 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty;  but  the 
Chairman  being  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  a  felonious  taking  when  the  prisoner  first  took  the 
vratch  from  the  prosecutor's  house,  with  the  knowledge 
ind  in  the  presence  of  the  prosecutor's  wife,  and  en- 
:ertaining  doubt  whether  the  prisoner's  subsequent 
ippropriation  of  the  watch  could,  under  the  circum-^ 
stances  above  detailed,  constitute  larceny,  requested 
;he  opinion  of  this  Court  as  to  the  correctness  of  the 
conviction  in  point  of  law. 

The  same  prisoner  was  also  indicted  at  the  same 
sessions,  for  stealing  one  watch,  the  property  of  the 
3rosecutor,  Thomas  Heynolds. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  prisoner,  who  was  a 
matchmaker  at  Malvern,  received  from  the  prosecutor 
ome  time  in  January^  1848,  his  silver  watch  to  repair. 
Phe  prisoner  returned  it  to  the  prosecutor.  A  few 
lays  after  the  prisoner  had  so  returned  it,  the  prose-^ 
lutor  told  the  prisoner  that  the  watch  gained.     The 
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1849.  prisoner  said  that  if  the  prosecutor  would  let  him 
Thbtstlb's  have  it  again,  he  would  regulate  it,  and  return  it  in 
Case.  a  day  or  two.  The  prosecutor  thereupon  gave  the 
watch  to  the  prisoner,  who,  in  eight  or  nine  days  left 
Malvern^  with  the  prosecutor's  watch  in  his  possession, 
and  was  not  again  heard  of  until  he  was  arrested  on 
the  present  charge  some  time  afterwards.  The  pro- 
secutor was  unable  to  say  whether  he  had  paid  for  the 
repairs  of  his  watch  or  not,  but  stated  that  the  prisoner 
when  he  left  Malvern^  had  other  repairs  for  the  pro- 
secutor on  hand  and  unfinished. 

The  prisoner  when  taken  into  custody  said,  ''I 
disposed  of  the  property,  and  it  is  impossible  to  get  it 
back." 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  of  guilty,  but  the  Chair- 
man being  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  a 
felonious  taking  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  when  he 
received  the  watch  from  the  prosecutor  to  regulate  it, 
end  entertaining  a  doubt  whether  the  subsequent  de- 
parture of  the  prisoner  from  MalverUj  with  the  pro- 
secutor's watch  in  his  possession,  could,  under  the 
circumstances  above  detailed,  constitute  larceny,  re- 
quested the  opinion  of  this  Court,  as  in  the  former 
case. 

On  20th  November^  1849,  these  cases  were  consi- 
dered by  Pollock  C.  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Wightmah 
J.,  Platt  B.,  Talfourd  J.  The  Chief  Baron  said, 
the  question  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in 
both  these  cases  seems  to  be,  whether  if  the  watches 
had  come  into  the  hands  of  the  prisoner  rightfully  in 
the  first  instance,  that  is,  without  an  animtAS  Jurandi 
on  his  part,  the  subsequent  wrongful  appropriation 
of  them  would  constitute  larceny.  The  Court  is  of 
opinion  that  it  would  not.  The  conviction  in  both 
cases  is  wrong. 
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THE  QUEEN  v.  WILLIAM  MARSH,  and  JAMES      1840. 

BELL  LORD.  

The   prisoners  were  indicted  at  the  York  Summer  The  indict- 
assizes,   1849,    before   Mr.   Justice  Wightmak,    for  that  the 
attempting  to  defraud  an  Insurance  Company  called  SniTwSir^** 
The  Agriculturalist  Cattle  Insurance  Company*  attempt  and 

Upon  the  trial  Lord  was  acquitted,  and  Marsh  fnudniently, 
found  guilty  upon  the  fifth  count  of  the  indictment.  ^aij«J|y»and 

^^  "        ./      r  nnlawriiliy  to 

That  count  was  as  follows : —  obtain  from 

**  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore-  u^fcotae 
said,  do  further  present  that  the  said  William  Marsh  ^^once 

^  Company  a 

and  .Tallies  BellLordy  on  the  said  28th  day  of  October^  lai^resumof 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1848,  with  force  and  arms,  at  J^^tlie  «im 
the  said  parish  of  Wadworth,  in  the  said  county  of  0^22/.  io#., 

XT     V      t.  l       «       i<  11  11  !•        1        With  mtent 

Yarkj  did  unlawfully  attempt  and  endeavour  fraudu-  thereby  then 
lently  falsely   and    unlawfully  to  obtain   from   The  SilSJddl 
Agriculturalist  Cattle  Insurance  Company  a  large  sum  fra«d  the  raid 
of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  twenty-two  pounds  ten  &c. 
shillings,  with  intent  thereby  then  and  there  to  cheat  j^J^^' 
and  deiraud  the  said  Tlie  Agriculturalist  Cattle  Insur-  nature  of  the 

attemot  was 

once  Company  against  the  form  of  the  statute,  in  that  not  snffi- 
case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  f^^J^^ 
said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity.*'  .  2.  That  the 

The  fraud  complained  of  was  the  making  a  false  did  not  con- 
claim  in  the  name  of  Marsh  upon  the  company  in  ^^^^^L. 
respect  of  an  alleged  loss  of  a  horse  of  Marsh's  by  dis-  to  a  sute- 
ease,  which  had  been  insured  by  him  with  other  stock,  misdemea^ 
by  a  policy  with  the  company.  ^^^'  *■  *^® 

J       r        j^  r      J  ^  money  was 

The  policy  was  between  three  of  the  directors  of  not  laid  to  be 
The  Agriculturalist  Cattle  Insurance  Company^  of  the  ©f^i^JJ^^ 
one  part,  and  WilUam  Marsh  of  the  other  part,  and 
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1849.  was  against  the  loss  of  the  animals  insured  ^^  by  death 
Mabsh  and  arising  from  disease  or  accident,  not  fraudulently  or 
^Mc!*  carelessly  occasioned,  except  loss  happening  from 
glanders  or  castration,  by  stock  stolen,  maliciously  or 
feloniously  troughed,  maimed,  slaughtered,  poisoned, 
or  injured  or  destroyed  by  fire,  or  any  invasion,  foreign 
enemy,  or  civil  or  military  commotion  whatever.'* 

Certain  conditions  were  indorsed  upon  the  policy, 
and  amongst  them  the  following  : — ^*  That  the  illness, 
accident,  or  death  of  an  animal  be  not  caused  by  any 
neglect  or  carelessness  of  the  owner^  or  those  in  his 
employ,  or  by  ill-treatment,  over-driving,  wilful  poison- 
ing, racing,  burning,  glanders,  or  castration,  and  that 
no  claims  will  be  paid  unless  the  carcass  be  seen  by 
the  inspector." 

The  policy  had  no  stamp — and  it  was  contended  for 
the  prisoners,  that  it  could  not  be  received  in  evidence 
without  a  stamp.  The  objection  was  overruled,  and 
it  was  received  on  the  ground  that  it  was  one  of  the 
instruments  by  which  it  was  intended  to  effect  the 
alleged  fraud. 

The  false  claim  was  in  writing,  signed  by  Marsh, 
and  attested  by  Lord.  Proof  was  given  of  their  hand- 
writing, but  it  was  contended  for  the  prisoner  Marsh, 
that  the  other  prisoner  Lord^  being  the  attesting  wit- 
ness, should  be  called  as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution. 

This  objection,  however,  also  was  overruled,  the 
written  claim  was  received  upon  proof  of  the  hand- 
writing of  the  prisoners  without  calling  Lard  as  a 
witness. 

The  registration  of  the  company  under  the  7  &  8 
Vict.  c.  110,  by  the  title  of  •*  The  Agriculturalist 
Cattle  Insurance  Company,'*  dated  1st  September,  1845, 
was  put  in  and  read.  It  appeared  that  the  company 
had  a  deed  of  settlement  which  was  not  produced. 

It  was  contended  for  the  prisoners — ^that  the  com- 
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pany  could  not  be  described  as  such,  nor  by  their  name       1849. 
of  registration  in  an  indictment.     That  their  name   marsh  and 
could  only  be  shewn  by  their  deed  of  settlement.   That      ^q!JJJ'" 
they  only  became  a  company  under  the  7  &  8  Vict. 
c.  110,  from  the  date  of  the  certificate,  and  the  certi- 
ficate was  not  proved. 

These  objections  were  also  overruled. 

The  prisoner  Marsh  being  convicted  on  the  fifth 
count — a  motion  was  made  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on 
the  ground  that  that  count  did  not  shew  any  offence 
ID  law. 

The  learned  Judge  reserved  the  following  questions 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court : — 

First     Whether  the  judgment  on  the  fifth  count 

ought  to  be  arrested  ? 
Second.     And  if  not,  whether  the  objections  taken 
at  the  trial,  or  any  of  them  ought  to  have  pre- 
vailed ? 
On  20th  November^   1849,  this  case  was  argued 
before    Pollock    C.    B.,    Parke  B.,    Patteson  J., 

WiGHTMAN    J.,    TaLFOURD  J. 

Bliss^  for  the  prisoner.  The  objection  to  the  fifth 
count  is,  that  it  professes  to  charge  an  attempt  to  com- 
mit a  misdemeanor,  but  sets  forth  no  such  offence. 

The  words,  •*  did  unlawfully  attempt  fraudulently 
and  unlawfully  to  obtain"  do  not  sufficiently  specify 
the  nature  of  the  attempt.  (M.  v.  Mason^  2  T.  R. 
581 ;  R.  V.  Lara,  6  T.  R.  565;  1  Starkie's  C.Pl.  95). 
And  the  averment  that  he  attempted  to  obtain  ^'  a  large 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  22/.  \Qs.  &c.,"  does 
not  lay  the  money  as  the  property  of  any  one.  {R.  v. 
Martin,  8  Ad.  &  E.  481 ;  72.  v.  Morton,  8  C.  &  P.  196). 
There  is,  therefore,  no  such  attempt  charged,  as  would, 
if  successful,  have  amounted  to  a  misdemeanor. 

Pollock  C.  B. — We  all  think  those  two  objections 
well  founded,  and  judgment  must  be  arrested. 

VOL.  I.  N    N 
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1849.  REGINA  V.  JOHN  BOULTON. 


Theprigoner  The  prisoner  was  coDvicted  at  the  Yorkshire  Summer 
in  the  indict-  assizes,  1849,  before  Mr.  Justice  Wightmaw,  upon 
Sna[nTnK%y  ^^^  ^^^^^  coMwi  of  au  indictment,  charging  him  with 
false  pre-  obtaining,  by  false  pretences,  from  a  servant  of  the 
the  L.  and  Y.  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Railway  Company^  a  railway 
^w^aly,  a  ^^^^^^  ^f  ^h^  company,  for  a  journey  from  Bradford 
certain  to  Huddcrsfieldf  by  one  of  their  trains. 

chattel,  to  rpi  r  ii 

wit,  a  printed        I  he  count  was  as  follows : — 

with  btent  "  ^°^  ^'^®  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
to  defraud,  do  further  present  that  the  said  John  Boulton,  after- 
company  of  wards  to  wit,  on  the  11th  day  of  April,  in  the  year 
TheTiclfet  ^iforesaid,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  aforesaid, 
enabled  the  in  the  couuty  aforesaid,  unlawfully,  knowingly,  and 
trave?free°  designedly,  did  falsely  pretend  to  one  Charles  Turner^ 
from  B.  to  H.,  \^^  ^^^  g^id  Charles  Turner  being:  then  and  there  a 

and  was  to  ,  ,  ^  .  , 

be  Riven  back  servant  of  the  said  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Railway 
pany^rn.  Company,  that  a  certain  ticket  which  he  the  said  John 
Held,  that       Boulton,  then  and  there  delivered  to  the  said  Charles 

the  ticket  was 

a  chattel  Turner,  was  then  and  there  a  genuine  ticket  of  the 
meanbR^of  ^^^^  company,  before  then  obtained  by  him  the  said 
Btat.  7  &  8      John  Boulton,  from  the  said  company,  for  the  con- 

Geo.  4  c.  29  I       J  ^ 

8.53,  and  '  veyancc  of  him  the  said  John  Boulton,  as  a  passenger, 
tent  to  de-  ^"  ^"^  ^Y  Certain  carriages  of  the  said  company,  from 
fraud  the  the  Said  town  of  Bradford  to  Huddersfield  aforesaid, 
the  same  was  on  the  Said  11th  day  of  April,  by  means  of  which 
by\he7aa  ^^^^  mentioned  false  pretence,  the  said  John  Boulton, 
of  the  ticket  did  then  and  there  unlawfully  obtain  from  the  said 
returned  at  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Railway  Company,  a  certain 
the  tourncv    Chattel  to  wit,  a  printed  ticket  of  the  said  company, 
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authorizing  the  bearer  thereof,  to  be  thereafter  con-       1849. 
veyed   without   further   charge   or  payment    in    that  ~      ~~r 

J  n  t      J  J30ULT0N  8 

behalf,  by  certain  carriages  of  the  said  company,  on       Case. 
the  said  11th  day  of  Aprils  from  the  said  town  of 
Bradford  to  Huddersfield  aforesaid,  the  said  last  men- 
tioned  ticket  being  then  and  there  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  said  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Railway 

Company^  and  of  the  value  of with  intent 

thereby  then  and  there  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  said 
Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Railway  Company  of  the 
same.  Whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  ticket 
so  delivered  as  last  aforesaid,  by  the  said  John  Boultonj 
was  then  and  there  not  a  genuine  ticket  of,  or  obtained 
from  the  said  company,  for  the  conveyance  of  any 
person  as  a  passenger  by  any  carriage  of  the  said 
company,  or  any  journey  whatsoever,  to  the  great 
damage  and  deception  of  the  said  company,  to  the 
evil  example  of  all  others  in  the  like  case  offending 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the 
Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity." 

The  ticket  of  the  company  is  in  the  annexed  form  : — 


< 


Express   Train 

Bradford 

to 

Huddersfield. 

23.  1st  Class  .     23. 


CO 
CO 


And  is  a  voucher  for  the  journey  without  further 
payment,  but  is  to  be  given  up  to  the  company  at  the 
journey's  end. 

The  prisoner  was  stopped  upon  the  line  before  he 
finished  his  journey,  and  was  taken  into  custody  with 
the  ticket  in  his  possession. 

nn2 
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1849.  The  question  reserved  by  the  learned  Jadge  was, 

Boulton's  whether  the  obtaining  such  a  ticket  was  obtaining  a 

Case.  chattel  of  the  company,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  de- 
fraud the  company  of  the  same,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  of  Parliament. 

On  20th  November^  1849,  this  case  was  considered 
by  Pollock  C.  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Wiohtman  J.,  Platt 
B.,  Talfourd  J.  The  Chief  Baron  said,  that  the 
Judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  it  came 
within  the  statute  (7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  53),  which 
makes  it  criminal  to  obtain  a  chattel  by  a  false  pretence. 
The  ticket,  while  in  the  hands  of  the  party  using  it, 
was  an  article  of  value,  entitling  him  to  travel  without 
further  payment ;  and  the  fact  that  it  was  to  be  re- 
turned  at  the  end  of  the  journey  did  not  affect  the 
question.     The  conviction  was  therefore  affirmed. 


i»49.  REGINA  f).  THOMAS  SMITH. 


1.  A  letter  The  prisoner  was  tried  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court, 

BtatinK  that  before  Platt  B.  and  V.  Williams  J.,  on  an  indictment 

km)w"that  charging  him  with  having  feloniously  sent  a  letter  to 

persons,  with  Sir  Walter  Rockliffe  Farquhar^  Baronet,  and  others, 

whom  he  is       ,  «.  •.!  i        •  i 

in  someway  demanding  money  with  menaces,  and  without  any 
iniend^to^'  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  of  which  letter  the  fol- 
burn  the  pre-  lowing  is  a  copy : — 

mises  of  A., 
and  that  the 
writer  can  «  GeNTLEMEN, — 

catastrophe.         **  You  say  that  B.  O.  N.  will  accede  to  the  terms 

if  A,  will  give 
him  a  sum  of 
money,  but  not  otherwise,  is  a  threatening  letter  within  stat.  7  &  8  Geo,  4,  c.  29>  s.  8. 

2.  The  rule,  that  a  threat  is  not  of  a  criminal  character,  unless  it  be  such  as  may 
overcome  the  ordinary  free  will  of  a  firm  man,  has  reference  to  the  general  nature  of  the 
evil  threatened,  and  not  to  the  probable  effect  of  the  threat  on  the  mind  of  the  particular 
party  addressed. 
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proposed,  and  send  part  of  the  means  to  any  place       184d. 
which  may  be  named.     You  would  have  had  an  an-      smith's 
swer  yesterday,  but  was  prevented.     If  you  act  ho-        Case, 
nourably  with  me,  and  not  by  any  means  deceive  me, 
or  allow  any  spy  to  watch  me,  I  will  save  you  or  perish 
in  the  attempt,  though  I  hazard  my  life  in  so  doing, 
and  must  have  sufficient  means  at  my  disposal  without 
delay,  or  all  will  be  lost.     I  am  fully  assured  that 
20,000/.,  would   not  cover   the   horrid   catastrophe, 
which  would  not  only  stop  your  bank  for  a  time,  but 
perhaps  for  ever,  as  the  books  would  be  all  destroyed. 
The  match,  the  most  dreadful  and  last  resource,  has 
been  contemplated  by  the  cracksman  or  captain  of 
this  most  horrid  gang,  which  I  fervently  pray  to  be 
relieved  from.     (I  have  never  yet,  so  held  me  God, 
done  a  deed  I  am  afraid  or  ashamed  of),  and  the  only 
way  I  can  privately  obtain  means  will  be  the  follow- 
ing : — At  the  London   end  of  Kensington   Gardens^ 
(on  the  Knightsbridge  side),  there  is  a  dike  sloped, 
which  divides  the  gardens  from  the  park  and  a  car- 
riage-road, where  the  roads  meet  as  you  turn  to  ride 
or  drive  across  the  bridge.     It  is  a  short  distance  from 
the  first  lodge,  where  the  keeper  remains  in  the  gar- 
dens.     By  looking  up  that  dike  you  will  see  large 
iron  pipes,  which  convey  water,  &c.,  to  the  pond,  (a 
large  elm  tree  stands  in  the  middle  of  this  road,  be- 
twixt the  park   and   gardens).      There  is   sufficient 
room  under  the  first  pipe  to  tonceal  a  small  bag.     If 
you  will,  therefore,  send  a  man  you  can  confide  in, 
and  lodge  beneath  that  pipe  250  sovereigns,  unseen 
by  any  mortal  eye,  I  swear  most  solemnly  by  Al- 
mighty God  to  prevent  the  evil,  if,  when  I  have  com- 
pleted my  task,  and  inform  you  all  is  safe,  or  denounce 
the  villains,  you  will  let  me  have  250/.  more,  which,  if 
God  prospers  me,  I  will  repay  with  gratitude,  as  I  could 
not  get  into  business  for  less  than  500/.,  to  obtain  a 
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1840.       respectable  living.     Let  the  money  be  lodged  to-mor- 

gj^j^g,g     row,  {Saturday)  morning,  by  half-past  eleven,  but  not 

Case.       a  moment  sooner,  and  all  shall  be  well  with  you  ;  but 

if  I  am  at  all  deceived  in  any  possible  way  all  must 

fall  on  yourselves." 

It  was  objected  by  the  prisoner's  counsel,  that  the 
letter  was  not  a  threatening  letter  within  the  statute. 

Their  Lordships  overruled  the  objection,  but  re- 
served the  point  for  the  consideration  of  this  Court » 
and  the  prisoner  was  found  guilty. 

On  Saturday,  19th  January,  1850,  Hil.  T.,  this 
case  was  argued  before  Wilde  C.  J.,  Alderson  B., 

WiGHTMAN    J.,  PlATT  B.,  V.  WlLLIAMS  J.   (a). 

Bodkin,  for  the  prisoner. 

In  this  case  the  Judge  treated  the  question  whether 
this  was  a  threatening  letter  within  the  stat.  7  &  8 
Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  8,  as  a  question  of  law,  and  left  to 
the  jury,  the  single  question  of  fact  whether  the  pri- 
soner sent  it  or  no.  It  should  have  been  left  to  the 
jury  to  say  whether  the  letter  contained  menaces,  f.e., 
whether  it  was  a  threatening  letter,  or  no.  I  there- 
fore only  addressed  the  jury  on  the  other  points  of  the 
case. 

Alderson  B. — I  suppose  the  Judge  only  held  that 
it  was  such  a  letter  as,  coupled  with  other  circumstances, 
would  sustain  an  indictment,  %.  e.,  that  it  was  such  a 
letter  as  furnished  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an 
offence  against  the  statute. 

Wilde  C.  J. — Unless  your  were  actually  restrained 
by  the  Judge  from  addressing  to  the  jury  on  that 
point  you  should  have  done  so.  And  had  you  thought 
that  any  point  had  been  omitted  from  the  case  reserved, 
which  should  have  been  inserted  in  it,  as  having  been 
raised  at  the  trial,  your  proper  course  would  have  been 

{a)  Cresswell  J.  and  Erle  J.      and  V.  Williams  J.  had  come  in 
had  left  the  Court,  and  Platt  B.      in  their  stead. 
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to  have  communicated  with  the  Judge,  and  he  would       1849. 
doubtless  have  inserted  it  if  requisite.  smith's 

Bodkin.     As  the  case  now  stands,  the  only  question        ^**®' 
will  be  whether  this  letter  contains  any  evidence  of  a 
menace  ?    It  contains  no  menace  by  the  party  writing 
it.    This  case  cannot  be  distinguished  from  R.  v.  Pick- 
ford,  2  Greaves'  Russell,  717  ;  S.  C,  4  C.  &  P.  227. 

V.  Williams  J. — Did  not  the  majority  of  Judges 
there  hold  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  demand  ? 

Wilde  C.  J. — Here  he  makes  himself  out  to  be 
connected  with  a  gang :  he  also  says  that  he  can  avert 
mischief,  which  will  fall  upon  the  party  unless  so 
averted. 

Bodkin.  Every  menace  is  not  a  threat.  {R.  v. 
Southerton,  6  East,  126). 

Wilde  C.  J. — **  Let  the  money  be  lodged  to-mor- 
row (Saturday)  morning,  by  half-past  eleven,  but  not 
a  moment  sooner,  and  all  shall  be  well  with  you ;  but 
if  I  am  at  all  deceived  in  any  possible  way,  all  must 
fall  on  yourselves."  Is  that  not  a  threat  ?  That  is 
not  found  in  terms  at  all  events  iu  Pickford's  case, 
80  we  need  not  overrule  that  decision  to  suppoit  this 
conviction. 

Ballantine,  for  the  Crown,  was  not  .called  on  to 
reply. 

Wilde  C.  J. — We  are  all  agreed  that  this  letter 
contained  such  a  demand  as  is  contemplated  by  the 
statute.  There  is  an  application  made  for  money  to 
be  given  to  the  applicant,  accompanied  by  a  threat  of 
ill  consequences  if  that  money  is  not  so  given.  The 
writer  professes  to  be  cognizant  of  all  the  circum- 
stances connected  with  the  evil  foretold,  and  capable 
of  averting  them  ;  and  seeks  to  make  the  prosecutor 
part  with  his  money  against  his  will,  in  order  to  in- 
duce the  writer  to  avert  the  evil.  It  is  said  that  this 
is  not  such  a  threat  as  the  law  will  take  notice  of; 
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1849. 


Smith's 
Case. 


that  it  does  not  come  within  the  rule  adverted  to  by 
Lord  JEllenboroughf  m  R.v.  Soutkerton^  6  East,  126, 
mz.y  that  it  must  be  ''  a  threat  attended  with  duress, 
or  such  a  threat  as  may  overcome  the  ordinary  free 
will  of  a  firm  man,  and  induce  him,  from  fear,  to  part 
with   his   money."     That  rule   must   be  understood 
to  refer  rather  to  the  nature  of  the  threat,  than  to 
its  probable   consequences    in   any    particular    case. 
Whether  a  threat  be  criminal  or  no,  cannot  be  taken 
to  depend  on  the  nerves  of  the  individual  threatened, 
but  on  the  general  nature  of  the  evil  with  which  he  i^ 
threatened.     Threats  attended  with  duress,  or  threats 
of  duress,  or  of  other  personal  violence,  or  of  great 
injury,  such  as  is  imported  by  this  letter  will  come 
within  the  rule.    This  decision  does  not  interfere  with 
that  of  JR.  v.  Pickford,  2  Greaves'  Russell,  717. 


1849. 


An  admiDis- 
terinf^r  of 

poison,  with 
intent  to  kill, 
is  an  offence 
within  the 
Stat.  7  Wm,  4 
&1  Vict. 
c.  85,  8.  2, 
althoufjfh  the 
poison  is  ad- 
ministered 
in  such  a 
manner  as 
to  render  it 
highly  im- 
probable that 
It  will  prove 
destructive. 


REGINA  ».  RICHARD  CLUDERAY. 

The  prisoner  was  tried  at  the  York  Winter  gaol 
delivery,  before  Mr.  Justice  Vaughan  Williams,  on 
an  indictment  under  the  statute  7  Wm.  4  &  1  Vkl 
c.  85,  s.  2,  for  administering  poison  with  intent  to 
murder. 

The  prisoner  was  proved  to  have  administered  to 
Ruth  Horsefieldj  a  child  nine  weeks  old,  two  cocculus 
indicus  berries. 

The  child  after  having  swallowed  the  berries,  threw 
up  one  by  vomiting,  and  the  other  passed  through  her 
body  in  the  course  of  Nature,  and  was  found  next  day 
in  her  clothes. 

Two  medical  witnesses,  called  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution,  proved  that  the  cocculus  indicus  berry  is 
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classed  toith  narcotic  poisons,  that  the  poison  consists  in  1849. 
the  presence  of  an  alkaloid,  which  is  extracted  from  the  cuderay's 
kernel ;  that  all  the  noosious  properties  are  in  the  Case. 
kernel;  that  it  has  a  very  hard  exterior  or  pod,  to 
break  which  much  force  is  required.  One  of  these 
witnesses  added,  that  the  berry,  if  the  pod  is  broken, 
is  calculated  to  produce  death  in  an  adult  human 
subject,  though  he  did  not  know  how  many  would  be 
required  for  the  purpose ;  that  he  thought  the  poison 
contained  in  the  kernels  of  two  berries,  if  the  pods 
were  burst,  and  if  retained  on  the  stomach,  might 
produce  death  in  a  child  of  nine  weeks  old,  but  that 
the  berry  could  not  be  digested  by  the  child,  and  that 
it  would  pass  through  its  body  without  the  pod  being 
burst,  and  so  would  be  innocuous  (as  had  in  fact 
happened  iu  the  present  case). 

It  was  thereupon  objected  by  the  counsel  for  the 
prisoner,  that  the  berries  were  not  poison  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  for  that,  though  the  kernel  of 
the  berries  contained  poison,  yet  the  pod  rendered  the 
poison  innocuous. 

The  learned  Judge  overruled  the  objection,  and  left 
the  whole  case  to  the  jury,  who  found  the  prisoner 
guilty.     Judgment  of  death  was  recorded. 

But  the  learned   Judge  stayed    the   execution,  in     '  ' 
order  to  submit  the  point   raised  by  the  prisoner's 
counsel  to  the  consideration  of  the  Court. 

On  Saturday,  19th  January,  1850,  this  case  was 
argued  before  Wilde  C.  J.,  Alderson  B.,  Wightman 
J.,  Platt  B.,  V.Williams  J. 

Overend  for  the  prisoner.  The  berry  as  adminis- 
tered was  not  a  destructive  poison.  The  statute 
7  Wm.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  2,  specifies  "  poison  or 
other  destructive  thing" — that  is  to  say — a  destructive 
poison^  as  distinguished  from  a  noxious  poison,  such 
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1849.      as  is  mentioned  in  s.  6,  *^  any  poison  or  other  noxiaus 

Cluderay'b  thing/' 

Case.  Alderson  B. — Suppose  arsenic  given  in  a  globale 

of  glass,  would   that  be  an  administering  of  a  de- 
structive poison  ? 

Overend.  I  should  say  not,  if  a  medical  man  said 
that  it  would  not  act  deleteriously  as  given. 

Wilde  C.  J, — ^Then,  if  so  little  poison  were  given  as 
not  to  be  destructive,  it  would  be  no  offence.  There- 
fore a  man  might  speculate  on  the  amount  of  the 
arsenic  which  would  cause  death. 

Alderson  B. — You  say  that  this  is  not  poison  at 
all,  because  it  is  in  a  pod. 

V.  Williams  J. — Suppose  the  child  to  have  a  feeble 
digestion  by  reason  of  tender  age ;  and  the  medical 
man  to  say  that  it  could  not  digest  the  pod  for  that 
reason  ;  would  the  amount  of  the  digestive  power  in 
the  particular  case  affect  the  question  ? 

Alderson  B. — Suppose  a  grown  man  could  digest 
it,  would  it  be  poison  ?  If  so,  would  it  cease  to  be 
poison  because  a  child  is  supposed  to  be  incapable  of 
doing  80  ? 

Ifally  for  the  Crown. 

The  kernel  is  poison  :  it  was  administered.  There- 
fore some  poison  was  clearly  given.  Its  being  in  a 
pod  does  not  vary  its  nature,  but  only  its  possible 
effects :  it  remains  a  poison,  though,  perhaps,  it  may 
fail  to  effect  its  purpose. 

Wilde  C.  J. — It  comes  to  this;  that  a  poison 
administered  by  mistake  in  a  shape  which  pre- 
vents its  taking  effect  is  not  an  administration  of 
poison  ! 

Sail.  It  must  be  contended  that  poison  adminis- 
tered in  an  overdose,  so  that  it  would  be  rejected  from 
the  stomach,  would  not  be  poison  :  or  if  administered 
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in  such  a  state  of  the  system  as  might  admit  of  it  being       1819. 
taken  with  impunity.  Cluderay's 

Wilde  C.  J. — So  that  if  too  little  or  too  much  were       Case, 
given,  it  would  not  be  poison. 

Overend  replied.  The  poison  must  be  in  its  ordi- 
nary condition,  so  as  to  act  upon  a  person  in  his 
ordinary  condition  of  body. 

Wilde  C.  J. — It  is  admitted  that  the  kernel  is 
poison ;  though  not  the  pod  :  part  of  the  berry  is 
tlierefore  admitted  to  be  poison,  though  not  the  whole. 
The  whole  berry  was  administered,  and  with  intent  to 
kill.  The  act  therefore  of  administering  poison  with 
intent  to  kill  is  proved.  The  effect  of  that  act  is  beside 
the  question  :  the  act  was  an  administering  of  poison, 
which  failed  to  produce  the  intended  effect.  We  all 
think  the  conviction  right. 


REGINA  V.  BENJAMIN  HOPKINS  BOND.  1849. 


The  prisoner  was  tried  at  the  Central  Criminal  Courts  i-  An  indict- 
November  sessions^  1849,  on  an  indictment  which  ing  a  stealing 
charged  him,  with  stealing  seventy  pieces  of  the  current  morrspecific 
coin  of  the  realm,  called  sovereigns  of  the  value  of  70/. ;  ^^Jng  or 

things,  is  not 
fliipported,  except  by  proof  of  some  one  or  more  of  the  specific  things  so  charged. 

Therefore  an  indictment,  charging  a  stealing  of  70  pieces  of  the  current  coin  of  the 
realm  called  sovereigns,  of  the  value  of  70/.,  140  pieces,  &c.  called  half-sovereigns,  &c., 
500  pieces,  &c.  called  crowns,  &c.,  is  not  supported  by  proof  of  a  stealing  of  a  sum  of 
money  consisting  of  some  or  other  of  the  coins  mentioned  in  the  indictment,  without 
proof  of  some  one  or  more  of  the  specific  coins  there  charged  to  have  been  stolen. 

3.  On  24th  October,  prisoner,  when  before  the  committing  magistrate,  and  after 
being  cautioned  by  him  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18, 
(omitting  the  proviso),  makes  a  statement,  which  is  taken  down  in  writing,  but  not 
signed  by  him  or  by  the  magistrate.  He  is  remanded,  and  on  31st  October  brought 
again  before  the  magistrate;  no  new  witnesses  are  examined,  but  the  prisoner's  attorney 
puts  some  questions  to  a  witness  who  had  been  examined  before.  The  prisoner  is  again 
cautioned,  but  declines  to  make  any  statement. 

Held,  that  the  statement  made  on  the  24th  October,  was  admissible  in  evidence  at 
the  trial. 

Semble,  per  Alderson  B. — Substances  mechanically  mixed  should  not  be  described 
in  an  indictment  as  ^*  a  certain  mixture  consisting  of,  &c.,"  but  by  the  names  applicable 
to  them  before  such  mixture. 

Secus,  with  regard  to  substances  chemically  mixed. 
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1849.       one  hundred  and  forty  pieces  of  the  current  coin  called 
g^j^jj,^      half-sovereigns,  of  the  value  of  70/.,  and  in  like  man- 
Case,       ner,  500  crowns,   500  half-crowns,  500  florins,  100 
shillings,  and  100  sixpences,  the  property  /.  G.  Carrie 
^  Co.9  in  their  dwelling-house. 

In  another  count  he  was  charged  as  clerk  and  ser- 
vant. The  prisoner  was  a  clerk  in  the  banking-house 
of  Isaac  G.  Currie  Sf  Co.^  and  on  the  17th  of  October, 
was  employed  as  one  of  the  cashiers.  There  was  evi- 
dence from  which  it  might  be  inferred  that  he  had  on 
that  day  abstracted  70/.  in  money  from  the  bank ;  bat 
there  was  no  evidence  to  shew  the  nature  of  any  one 
piece  of  the  coin  taken. 

Amongst  other  evidence  the  counsel  for  the  prose- 
cution tendered  in  evidence  a  statement  by  the  pri- 
soner before  the  committing  magistrate  made  under 
the  following  circumstances.  The  prisoner  was  taken 
before  the  magistrate  on  the  20th  of  October^  and 
charged  with  stealing  70/.  in  money  from  his  em- 
ployers, and  remanded  after  some  witnesses  had  been 
examined.  He  was  brought  up  a  second  time  on  the 
24th  of  October,  and  then  further  evidence  was  given, 
and  that  which  had  been  given  on  the  former  occasion 
was  read  over.  The  magistrate  then  addressed  him 
in  the  language  prescribed  by  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42, 
s.  18,  but  did  not  tell  him,  as  required  by  the  proviso, 
that  he  had  nothing  to  hope  from  any  promise  of  favour 
or  to  fear  from  any  threat. 

The  prisoner's  answer  was  taken  down. 

The  solicitor  for  the  prosecution  then  asked  for  an- 
other remand,  as  the  next  day  would  be  the  last  on 
which  he  could  go  before  the  grand  jury  at  the  ses- 
sions, which  were  then  in  progress,  for  which  he  could 
not  be  prepared. 

The  prisoner  objected,  and  assigned  a  reason,  and 
being  asked  whether  he  wished  that  to  be  taken  down 
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as  part  of  his  statement,  he  said  that  he  did,  and  it     1849. 
was  accordingly  written  down.  Bond^ 

He  was  then  remanded,  and  the  statement  was  not  c*»®- 
signed  by  the  prisoner  or  the  magistrate — the  prisoner 
was  brought  before  the  magistrate  again  on  the  31st 
October.  No  new  witnesses  were  examined,  nor  any 
questions  put  for  the  prosecution ;  but  an  attoney,  by 
whom  the  prisoner  was  then  attended,  put  a  few  ques-* 
tions  to  one  of  the  witnesses  who  had  been  before 
examined.  The  evidence  was  then  read  over,  and  the 
witnesses  were  re-sworn.  The  statement  made  by  the 
prisoner  at  the  former  examination  was  then  read  to 
him, — his  attorney  objected  to  its  being  taken  as  his 
statement,  because  an  addition  had  been  made  to  the 
evidence  in  answer  to  his  questions.  The  magistrate 
then  again  asked  the  prisoner  in  the  terms  prescribed 
by  the  statute  whether  he  wished  to  make  any  state- 
ment, and  he  declined  doing  so. 

The  prisoner's  counsel  objected  to  the  former  state- 
ment being  received  ;  but  the  learned  Judge  admitted 
it,  reserving  for  consideration  of  the  Judges  the  pro- 
priety of  so  doing. 

It  was  then  read  by  the  clerk  who  took  it  down  as 
follows: — "  I  shall  say  nothing  here/'  **  I  had  rather 
say  it  at  my  trial ;"  and  when  a  remand  had  been 
asked  for,  he  objected  to  it  and  said,  *'  Itis  my  inten- 
tion to  plead  guilty  to  the  charge." 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution  it  was 
objected  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
prisoner  had  taken  any  particular  description  of  coin, 
and  that  the  jury  could  not  with  propriety  find  him 
guilty  of  stealing  either  one  or  the  other  in  the  alter- 
native. In  order  that  this  question  might  be  consi- 
dered by  the  Judges,  the  learned  Judge  told  the  jury 
that  if  they  were  satisfied  that  the  prisoner  had  stolen 
a  sum  of  money  from  his  employers  in  their  banking- 
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1849.       house  consisting  of  some  of  the  coins  mentioned  in  the 
~BoND'r~  J^dictment,  although  they  could  not  say  which,  they 
Case.        should  find  him  guilty. 

The  jury  found  him  guilty,  and  the  learned  Judge 
reserved  the  following  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges. 

First.     Whether  the  statement  made  by  the  pri- 
soner was  properly  received  ?  and 
Secondly.     Whether  the  direction  given  to  the 
jury  was  correct? 

The  case  was  argued  on  19th  January^  1850,  be- 
fore Wilde  C.  J.,  Alderson  B.,  Wightman  J.,  Erli 
J.,  Cresswell  J. 

Parry ^  for  the  prisoner.  First.  The  evidence  did 
not  support  the  indictment — no  one  specific  coin  was 
shewn  to  have  been  taken ;  but  only  seventy  pounds 
in  value. 

The  indictment  contains  no  charge  of  stealing  coppv 
coin.  It  is  conceivable  that  all  the  money  stolen  might 
be  in  copper  coin.  There  must  be  an  averment  of  a 
specific  article  stolen ,  and  proof  relating  to  that  article. 
{R.  v.  Forsyth,  R.  &  R.  274 ;  E.  v.  Fry,  Ibid.  482). 
It  was  so  at  common  law.  An  indictment  against  A. 
quodfelonich  cepit  et  asportavit  bona  et  catalla  B.,  with- 
out shewing  what  in  certain,  as  scilicet  unum  equum, 
unnm  bovem,  Sfc,  is  not  good,  (2  Hale^  P.  C.  182).  In 
an  indictment  for  embezzling  it  is  now  not  necessary 
to  specify  the  coin  taken;  but  that  provision  in  the 
Stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  48,  shews  that  the  com- 
mon law  with  regard  to  embezzling  was  in  this  respect 
as  strict  as  in  larceny.  Here  no  one  specific  coin  was 
traced  into  the  prisoner's  possession. 

Alderson  B. — You  must  contend  that  there  is  no 
evidence  at  all  to  go  to  the  jury  respecting  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  a  count,  unless  it  clearly  applies  either 
to  the  whole  or  to  some  definite  part  of  it. 
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Cresswell  J. — Suppose  a  man  to  know  that  he  had       1840. 
lost  a  quantity  of  clothes,  but  to  be  uncertain  whether   ""bond^s 
they  were  coats  or  breeches;  and  the  indictment  to       ^^^ 
allege  a  stealing  of  coats  and  breeches,  and  the  jury 
to  be  satisfied  that  some  clothes   had   been  stolen, 
but  to  be  unable  to  say  whether  they  were  coats  or 
breeches  :  what  verdict  could  they  give  ? 

Parry.  It  may,  perhaps,  be  contended,  that  the 
current  coin  of  the  realm  means  coins  of  any  or  every 
sort ;  but  then  it  should  have  been  laid  as  a  mixture 
of  coins,  or  a  number  of  mixed  coins.  In  jR.  v.  Kettle^ 
Chelmsford  Spring  assizes,  1819,  3  Chitty,  C.  L., 
947  (a),  Ed.  1826,  where  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for 
stealing  ^*  one  bushel  of  oats,  one  bushel  of  chaff,  and 
cue  bushel  of  beans,  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  A.  B., 
then  and  there  found,"  and  the  proof  was,  that  these 
articles  at  the  time  of  the  taking,  were  mixed  together. 
Bayley  J.  held,  that  the  articles  ought  to  have  been 
described  as  mixed,  thus — "  a  certain  mixture  con- 
sisting of  one  bushel,"  &c., — and  he  directed  an  ac- 
quittal on  this  count. 

Alderson  B. — I  should  question  the  correctness  of 
that  ruling  if  it  came  before  me  :  a  chemical  mixture 
would  make  a  total  alteration  in  each  article,  and 
therefore  no  one  would  remain  what  it  was  before  the 
mixture  took  place.  But  there,  as  here,  the  mixture 
was  merely  mechanical. 

Parry.  Suppose  two  articles  mixed,  and  evidence 
that  one  was  burnt,  and  the  other  stolen,  but  it  did 
not  appear  which ;  there  could  not  be  a  conviction 
for  stealing  either.  The  object  of  certainty  in  an  in- 
dictment is  to  enable  the  prisoner  to  plead  autrefois 
acquit  or  convict :  he  could  not  do  so  here,  because  it 
is  left  doubtful  on  what  charge  he  is  found  guilty. 

Alderson  B. — As  to  autrefois  acquit  there  could 
be  no  diflSculty,  for  he  is  acquitted  of  all  the  charges. 
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There  would  be  as  to  autrefois  convict^  for  as  the 
conviction  would  be  in  the  alternative,  viz.t  of  stealing 
either  a  sovereign  or  a  half  sovereign,  it  would  be  im- 
possible by  parol  evidence  to  shew  the  identity  of  the 
two  charges. 

Erle  J. — I  do  not  think  it  necessary  in  a  plea  of 
autrefois  convict^  to  allege  the  identity  of  the  specific 
chattel  charged  to  be  taken.  Suppose  the  first  charge 
to  be  takiug  a  coat;  the  second,  to  be  taking  a  pocket- 
book  ;  autrefois  convict  pleaded ;  parol  evidence  shew- 
ing that  the  pocket-book  was  in  the  pocket  of  the 
coat.  I  think  that  would  support  the  plea,  because  it 
would  shew  a  previous  conviction  for  the  same  act  of 
taking  (a). 

Alderson  B. — But  here  the  verdict  was,  that  he 
stole  either  the  coat  or  the  pocket-book. 

Parry  J  secondly. 

The  prisoner's  statement  was  not  receivable  in 
evidence.  The  magistrate  returned  only  the  state 
ment  made  at  the  final  hearing.  The  statement  made 
at  the  second  hearing  is  inadmissible  on  two  grounds. 
1st,  Because  it  was  not  returned.  2nd,  Because  it  was 
made  after  an  insuflScient  caution  from  the  magistrate. 
(Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18,  confer  B.  v.  Walter, 
7  C.  &  P.  267). 

Alderson  B. — In  that  case  the  statement  retamed 
was  inconsistent  with  the  statement  given  in  evidence; 


(a)  QuarCf  whether  a  plea  of 
autrefois  acquit  or  convict  would 
be  supported  by  mere  proof  of  the 
same  act  of  takiny?  Suppose  a 
purse  stolen,  containing  ten  sove- 
reigns ;  five  belonging  Xo  A,,  five 
to  B.  Two  indictments  preferred  ; 
one  charging  prisoner  with  a  theft 
from  A.,  the  other  with  a  theft 
from  B. ;  a  conviction  of  the  theft 


from  A,  If  the  same  act  of  takiig 
were  the  gist  of  the  crime,  he  cookl 
plead  autrefois  convict  to  the  in- 
dictment for  stealing  from  B.  It 
seems,  that  to  support  a  plea  d 
autrefois  convict  or  acquit^  then 
must  be  proof  of  "  a  taking  if  tk 
same  thing  from  the  same  party  9i 
the  same  time," 
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t  was  given  to  contradict  the  statement  returned  by       i849. 
^he  magistrate :  here  the  statement  was  not  contra*'  ~Bond^ 
:radictory.  Caae. 

Parry.  It  is  practically  so.  (ii.  v.  SpHsbury^  7 
2.  &  P.  187 ;  R.  V.  Morse,  8  C.  &  P.  606 ;  E.  v. 
Moore^  2  Greaves'  Russell,  879  ;  R.  v.  Carpenter ,  2 
3ox,^C.  C.  228  ;  R.  v.  Weller,  2  C.  &  K.  223,  were 
lited). 

Alderson  B.-^It  is  difficult  to  understand  the  18th 
sec.  of  Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  unless  by  supposing 
the  first  proviso  to  apply  to  a  case  where  the  magis- 
trate is  made  aware  that  there  has  been  a  previous 
promise  or  threat  made  to  the  prisoner ;  in  which  case 
he  is  directed  to  give  the  second  caution. 

Huddlestorij  for  the  Crown. 

As  to  the  second  point :  the  evidence  is  admissible^ 
The  proviso  contemplates  some  previous  promise  or 
threat,  the  effect  of  which  the  magistrate  is  to  remove 
by  the  second  caution.  The  form  given  in  the  sche- 
jule  to  the  act,  coupled  with  sec.  28,  clearly  shews 
that  except  in  the  case  of  a  previous  threat  or  promise, 
the  second  caution  need  not  be  given.  But  indepen- 
dently of  the  Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18,  the  state- 
ment is  admissible  on  two  grounds ;  1st,  as  an  addition 
to  the  depositions;  2nd,  as  an  interlocutory  observation. 
Here  the  prisoner's  statement  was  interlocutory.  It 
may  be  said  that  he  afterwards  repudiated  it :  but  sup- 
pose a  confession  of  a  murder  made  during  the  exami- 
nation of  the  witnesses  before  the  magistrate,  and  the 
magistrate  were  then  to  stop  the  prisoner  and  to  give 
him  the  caution  contained  in  the  first  proviso,  where- 
upon the  prisoner  retracts  his  confession,  would  the 
(confession  be  inadmissible  ?  Here  the  prisoner's 
statement  was  not  **  in  answer  thereto  "  as  directed  by 
the   act,  but   wholly    interlocutory;  it  is  not  such  a 

VOL.    I.  0  0 
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1849.       statement  as  the  act  requires  to  be  taken  down  by  the 

BoND'R     Justice. 

Case.  Wilde  C.  J. — It  must  be  contended  on  the  other 

side  that  the  Justice  must  caution  the  prisoner  every 
time  he  opens  his  mouth. 

Huddleston  cited  Byan  v.  Ashhyj  R.  &  M.  231 ; 
Leach  v.  Simpson,  5  M.  &  W.  309;  S.  C.  7  Dowl 
513  ;  B.  V.  Wilkinson,  8  C.  &  P.  662  ;  R.  v.  Press- 
ley,  6  C.  &  P.  183  ;  Venafra  v.  Johnson,  1  M.  &  R. 
316;  R.  V.  Reed,  1  M.  &  M.  403,  to  shew  that  the 
statement  was  admissible  as  an  addition  to  the  state- 
ment taken  down  by  the  magistrate. 

As  to  the  first  point.  The  reason  for  stating  a 
charge  specifically  is  to  enable  the  Court  to  see  thai 
the  charge  amounts  to  a  larceny.  It  is  not  essential  to 
shew  the  nature  of  the  coin  in  order  to  enable  the  pri- 
soner to  plead  autrefois  convict  or  acquit,  although  it 
may  be  convenient.  Here  the  offence  consists  in  the 
felonious  taking,  not  in  the  taking  of  any  particalar 
coin.  If  the  finding  of  the  jury  is  regarded  as  a 
special  verdict,  it  amounts  to  a  finding  that  the  pri- 
soner stole  some  of  the  coins,  that  is  a  portion  of  them. 
If  the  offence  consists  in  the  taking,  the  case  put  of  a 
taking  either  a  coat  or  breeches  does  not  apply. 

Cresswell  J. — A  mere  taking  is  nothing,  there 
must  be  a  taking  of  some  specific  chattel. 

Alderson  B. — There  is  no  such  thing  as  an  abstract 
taking :  the  whole  difficulty  arises  from  the  ambiguity 
of  the  words  "  taking  something ;"  if  you  substitute 
for  "  something  "  "  some  specific  thing  "  the  matter 
becomes  simple. 

Wilde  C.  J. — Is  the  verdict  "  we  find  him  guilty 
of  taking  a  portion  of  the  coin,"  or,  **  we  find  him 
guilty  of  taking  none,  because  we  do  not  know  what 
portion  he  took?'* 

Parry  replied. 
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Wilde  C.  J. — (As  to  the  second  point). — You  must       i849. 
contend  that  if  the  magistrate  had  only  taken  down      3^^^^,^ 
part  of  the  prisoner's  statement,  and  that  part  only        Case. 
what  was  against  him,  the  rest  of  the  statement  could 
not  be  proved  by  parol — as  for  instance,  if  the  magis- 
trate had  taken  down  '^  I  took  the  watch,"  but  omitted^ 
*'  and  I  had  it  from  the  owner's  servant,  who  brought 
it  me  to  repair." 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

On  27th  April,  1850,  Mr.  Baron  Alderson  deli- 
vered the  following  judgment: — (a). 

There  were  two  questions  in  this  case.  On  the  firsts 
the  Court,  Wilde  C.  J.,  Wiohtman  J.,  CresswbllJ., 
Erlb  J.,  and  myself,  are  all  agreed.  We  think  that  the 
deposition  was  properly  received  in  evidence.  It  was 
read  bver  to  the  prisoner  at  the  first  examination,  and 
the  proper  caution  mentioned  in  the  act  of  Parliament 
given  to  him  before  it  was  taken.  It  is  true  that  on 
the  second  examination  some  other  questions  (appa- 
rently for  no  other  purpose  than  to  try  to  raise  this 
point)  were  put  to  some  of  the  witnesses  by  the 
prisoner's  attorney — but  we  think  this  made  no  real 
difference.  If  it  was  receivable,  as  undoubtedly  it  was 
before  they  were  put,  it  was  properly  received  at  the 
trial. 

On  the  other  questionmy  Brother  JErle  differs  from 
the  rest  of  the  Court,  ^he  indictment  charged  the 
prisoner  with  stealing  seventy  sovereigns,  one  hundred 
and  forty  half  sovereigns,  and  so  on,  enumerating  (it 
may  be  conceded)  all  possible  descriptions  of  coin.  The 
direction  to  the  jury  given  in  order  to  raise  the  ques- 

(a)  The  Editor  is  indebted  to  the  kindness  of  Mr.  Baron  Aldbrson, 
for  the  judgment  as  given  in  the  text.  When  delivered  by  that  learned 
Jndge,  it  had  not  been  put  into  writing. 

o  o  2 


526  CROWN  CASES  RESERVED- 

1849.  tion  was  in  substance,  that  even  if  they  would  have 
"bond's  ^^^°  unable  to  say  whether  the  prisoner  had  stolen 
Case.  any  one  coin  of  the  enumerated  species — if  that  class 
of  coin  had  been  the  only  coin  alleged  to  have  been 
stolen — still  if  they  were  quite  satisfied  that  he  had 
stolen  some  one  or  other  of  the  coins  mentioned  iu  the 
count,  they  should  find  him  guilty.  We  think  this 
direction  was  wrong.  The  count,  including  all  the 
species  of  coin,  must  be  treated  exactly  as  if  it  was  a 
set  of  counts,  each  charging  one  species  alone.  And 
if  so,  we  think  it  clear  that  the  jury  could  not  find  a 
man  guilty,  unless  they  could  say  affirmatively  that 
he  was  guilty  of  stealing  some  definite  thing^  described 
in  one  of  the  counts.  And  the  same  rule  must,  we 
think,  apply  if  they  are  all  included  in  one  count. 
Suppose  a  conviction  under  this  charge,  and  a  subse- 
quent indictment  for  stealing  sovereigns.  How  is  the 
prisoner  to  plead  and  prove  that  he  has  been  before 
convicted  of  that  offence?  All  the  proof  he  could 
then  give,  if  this  verdict  stand,  would  be  either  that 
he  has  been  convicted  of  stealing  sovereigns,  or  half 
sovereigns,  or  crowns,  or  some  other  species  of  coin. 
We  think  this  cannot  be  just  to  a  prisoner.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  he  has  been  convicted  of  the  definite 
crime  of  stealing  sovereigns,  and  acquitted  of  the  rest 
of  the  charge,  he  has  his  future  defence,  either  on  the 
plea  of  autrefois  convict^  or  autrefois  acquit  as  to  the 
whole  charge  in  this  indictment.  But  on  this  charge 
and  the  verdict  founded  thereon,  it  is  impossible  to 
say  whether  he  is  convicted  or  acquitted  of  any  parti- 
cular portion  of  this  count  or  not.  He  is  certainly 
not  convicted  of  the  whole.  Whether  it  may  be  de- 
sirable for  the  Legislature  to  interfere,  and  to  enact  in 
larceny  of  money,  as  they  have  already  done  in  em- 
bezzlement, that  a  general  statement  of  a  larceny  of 
moneys   numbered    to  a  specified  amount   shall  be 
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sufficient,  is  quite  a  different  question,  as  to  which  we       1849. 
do  not  express  any  opinion.     But  the  fact,  that  in    ^^^o^d^T^ 
embezzlement,  an  act  of  Parliament  was  found  ne-        Case, 
cessary  for  this  purpose,  seems  to  us  strongly  to  shew 
what,  but  for  that  act  of  Parliament,  was  the  universal 
law  on  this  subject  according  to  the  text  books  and 
previous  decisions.     For  these  reasons  the  majority  of 
the  Court  think  the  conviction  wrong. 

Erle  J. — I  regret  to  find  myself  differing  from  the 
rest  of  the  Court  as  to  the  second  question  reserved  at 
the  trial.  I  think  that  the  direction  of  the  learned 
Judge  was  correct,  and  the  prisoner  rightly  convicted. 
The  indictment  was  good  upon  its  face,  and  the  pri- 
soner was  found  guilty  of  the  crime  there  charged 
against  him.  That  crime  was  the  stealing  of  certain 
pieces  of  the  current  coin  of  the  realm,  and  the  indict- 
ment proceeded  to  specify  various  sorts  of  coin ;  the 
verdict  was  that  he  did  steal  several  pieces  of  the  cur- 
rent coin  of  the  realm,  mentioned  in  the  indictment ; 
but  that  the  jury  were  unable  to  say  positively  what 
precise  coins  were  taken.  But  of  the  felonious  taking 
they  were  quite  certain,  and  that  the  felonious  taking 
was  a  taking  of  some  of  the  current  coins  of  the  realm 
set  out  in  the  indictment.  It  therefore  seems  to  me, 
that  all  the  essential  ingredients  of  the  crime  are  found 
by  the  jury  as  facts,  and  that  is  all  that  is  necessary  to 
warrant  a  conviction.  If  this  be  not  so-,  it  would  seem 
that  the  criminal  law  of  this  country  furnishes  a  per- 
son, who  is  clearly  proved  to  have  committed  a  felony, 
with  the  certain  means  of  escape:  and  that  too,  by  the 
machinery  of  that  very  criminal  procedure,  which  was 
originally  constructed  solely  as  a  means  to  an  end,  viz.^ 
the  effectual  attainment  of  justice.  If  this  verdict  can- 
not be  sustained,  the  indictment  must  be  in  some  way 
defective;  and  yet,  as  it  probably  could  not  be  framed 
otherwise,  it  follows  that  in  a  case  of  this  kind  no  good 
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iDdictment  could  be  framed,  which  seems  an  absurdity, 
and  therefore  not  in  conformity  with  the  rules  of  the 
criminal  law  of  England  (a). 


(a)  JR.  V.  Sptcer^  1  Den.  C.  C.  82, 
which  was  not  referred  to  in  the 
argument,  seems  to  shew  that  the 
thing  stolen  need  not  now  be 
alleged  in  the  indictment,  with  so 
great  a  degree  of  certainty  as  was 
formerly  deemed  requisite;  and 
that  if  the  specific  thing,  alleged 
to  be  stolen,  is  described  in  the 
indictment  by  sl  generic  term,  which 
clearly  comprehends  it,  the  indict- 
ment is  good;  and  that,  even 
though  the  statute,  under  which 
the  indictment  is  preferred,  has 
distinguished  the  genus  and  the 
species  by  a  separate  classification, 
and  thereby  treated  them  as  speci- 
fically different.  The  principle  of 
that  decision  seems  to  apply  to 
indictments  for  stealing  cotn;  and 
to  render  it  needless  to  aver  the 
precise  species  of  coin  stolen.  For 
as  sheep  (the  genus)  is  held  to 
include  lamb,  (the  species),  it  seems 
difficult,  on  grounds  of  reason,  to 
shew  that  coin  (the  genus)  does 
not  include  sovereign,  half-soye- 
reign,  &c.  (the  species).  In  R,  v. 
Spicer,  the  lamb,  -as  proved,  was 
deemed  no  variance  from  the  sheep 
as  laid ;  and  it  was  in  effect  held, 
that  under  that  indictment,  a  ver- 
dict would  be  good,  which  found 
the  pnsoner  guilty  of  stealing  some 
animal  of  the  sheep  genus,  though 
the  jury  were  unable  to  determine 
the  particular  species.  It,  there- 
fore, seems  well  worth  considering 
whether  an  indictment  would  not 
be  good,  which  in  one  count  des- 
cribes the  money  generally  as 

pieces  of  the  current  coin  of  the 

realm  of  the  value  of L ;  and 

in  another  as pieces,  &c.  of 


the  value  of /.,  the  nature  and 

value  of  which  said  several  coini 
is  to  the  jurors  unknown. 

In  the  principal  case  the  difficulty, 
perhaps,  lay  rather  in  the  form  of 
that  particular  indictment,  than  in 
the  law  of  larceny,  or  the  roles  of 
criminal  procedure.  For  as  the 
prisoner  was  not  charged  with 
stealing  coin  generally,  but  with 
stealing  coin  of  a  particular  descrip- 
tion, and  since  Uie  description  of 
the  coin  could  not  be  rejected  u 
surplusage,  it  became  material  to 
prove  it  as  part  of  the  charge. 
(JR.  V.  Johnson,  3  M.  &  S.  552,  per 
Lk  Blanc  J.)    So  in  A.  r.  Spicer, 

I  Den.  C.  C.  82,  if  the  indictment 
had  charged  the  stealing  of  a  sheep 
called  a  ewe,  proof  of  a  lamb  would, 
it  seems,  not  have  sustained  a 
conviction.  If,  however,  it  be  held, 
that  an  indictment  charging  a  steal- 
ing of  coin  generally  is  bad,  it  win 
be  high  time  for  the  Legislature 
to  put  the  law  of  larceny  on  the 
same  footing  as  the  law  of  embes- 
zlement.  Quare,  whether  an  act 
of  Parliament  was  "  meeessary" 
there,  as  intimated  in  the  judg- 
ment in  the  principal  case  ?  Argu- 
ments drawn  from  the  passing  of 
modem  enactments  are  often  fal- 
lacious. Unnecessary  acts  are  not 
unfrequently  passed.  It  might  be 
contended  from  the  wording  of  stat 

II  &  12  Vict  c.  46,  s.  3,  that  prior 
to  that  statute,  if  two  persons  were 
jointly  indicted  for  felonious  re- 
ceiving, one  alone  could  not  have 
been  convicted.  Indeed  it  has  some- 
times been  so  supposed,  but  erro- 
neously. 
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THE  QUEEN  v.  RICHARD  WILLIAMS.  1850. 


The  defendant  was  tried  at  the  General  Quarter  Ses-  It  ii  no  ob- 
sioDS  of  the  Peace  for  the  county  of  Cornwall^  held  at  j^gticcs*  war- 
Bodmiuj  on  the  17th  of  October,  1848,  on  an  indict-  rant  under 

8tat«  53  CrCOt  3y 

ment,  a  copy  of  which,  and  of  the  warrant  therein  men-  c.  127, 88.6, 7, 

tioned  are  hereunto  annexed.  SSMn'other 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  an  obiection  was  taken  ^  »    ^ 

1  !•!•         ^1  1  11  Quaker,  for 

to  the  validity  of  the  warrant,  on  the  ground  that  a  the  leTying 
time  had  not  been  therein  limited  by  the  justices  for  ^teS*di8« 
the  sale  and  disposal  of  the  goods  as  required  by  the  tress  and 

ofT   ^        o         OA         1  sale  of  his 

27  Geo.  2,  C.  20,  S.  1.  ^oods,  that 

The  objection  was  overruled,  and  the  defendant  i^^jriS?" 
having  been  found  guilty  on  the  second  count  of  the  he  made 
indictment  above-mentioned,  was  sentenced  to  be  im-  'after  the  dis- 
prisoned for  two  months  and  to  pay  a  6ne  of  10/. ;  but  ^"' 
the  Court  of  quarter  sessions  granted  a  case  pursuant 
to  the  statute  of  the  12  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  11,  for  the  opi- 
nion of  this  Court  on  the  point  raised  at  the  trial,  and 
in  the  meantime  respited  execution. 

On  Ist  February^  1850,  this  case  was  argued  be- 
fore Wilde  C.  J.,  Alderson  B.,  Wightman  J.,  Maule 
J.,  V.  Williams  J. 

Pashlejfy  forthe  Crown,  contended  that  by  comparing 
the  provisions  of  Stat.  53  Geo.  3,  c.  127,  ss.  6,  7,  under 
which  statute  the  warrant  had  been  issued,  with  those 
of  Stat.  27  Geo.  2,  c.  20,  ss.  1—3;  stat.  7  Wm.  3,  c.  34^ 
8.  4 ;  stat.  1  Geo.  1,  c.  6,  the  law  which  authorized 
the  sale  of  a  Quaker's  goods  forthwith  after  the  distress 
appeared  to  be  applicable  to  the  case  of  all  persons 
other  than  Quakers ;  and  that  such  other  persons  must 
be  taken  to  be  excepted  from  stat.  53  Geo.  3,  c.  127, 
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1850.      8.  7,  in  the  same  way  as  Quakers  were  excepted  by  s.  3 

Williams's  ^^  ^^^^'  ^^  ^^^-  2>  c.  20,  from  the  operation  of  s.  1  of 

Case,       that  statute,  which  provided  that  in  cases  of  distress  and 

sale  generally  under  a  warrant  of  justices  by  virtue  of 

any  acts  passed  or  to  be  passed,  the  sale  should  not 

take  place  until  four  days  afler  the  distress. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

Wilde  C.  J.  said,  that  the  Court  was  unanimously 
of  opinion,  that  no  such  exception  could  be  implied 
from  the  terms  of  the  statute  53  Geo.  3,  c.  127,  and 
that  the  conviction  was  therefore  wrong.  Quakers 
were  considered  to  be  excepted  from  the  operation  of 
statute  27  Geo.  2,  c.  29,  s.  1,  on  the  ground,  that 
their  objection  to  pay  church  rates  being  supposed  to 
be  founded  on  conscientious  scruples,  and  therefore  to 
be  a  matter  of  principle,  the  delay  of  the  sale  could 
not  possibly  have  the  eflPect  of  increasing  the  chances 
of  payment,  and  therefore  would  be  not  only  no  boon 
to  them,  but  rather  the  reverse,  as  they  would  thereby 
be  kept  longer  out  of  possession  of  any  surplus  which 
might  be  returnable  to  them  after  the  sale.  But  per- 
sons, other  than  Quakers,  were  supposed  to  be  willing 
to  pay  if  they  could,  and  therefore  time  might  be  of 
importance  to  them. 

ComwcUl,  \  To  the  constables  of  the  parish  of  Saint  Austell^  in  the 
TO  WIT.  J  county  of  Cornwall,  and  others  whom  this  may  concern. 
Whereas  information  and  complaint  have  been  made  unto  me  Sir 
Joseph  Sawle  Graves  Sawle^  Baronet,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices 
of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Cornwall,  by  Richard 
Parson  who,  together  with  WUUam  Jago,  are  the  churchwardens  of 
the  parish  of  Saint  Austell,  in  the  said  county,  that  Richard  WiiUams 
of  Saint  Atistell  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  hath  refused  and 
neglected,  and  still  doth  refuse  and  neglect  to  pay  to  them  the  said 
Richard  Parson  and  William  Jago  (such  churchwardens  as  afore- 
said), or  either  of  them,  or  any  person  authorized  to  receive  the  same, 
the  sum  of  eight  shillings  and  eightpence  halfpenny,  being  the  sum 
to  which  the  said  Richard  Williams  is  duly  rated  and  assessed  in 
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the  churchwardens'  rate  for  the  said  parish  of  Saint  AusteUt  for         1850. 

church  rates,  and  made  the  sixteenth  day  of  September  last,  the    

validity  of  which  said  rate  hath  not  been  questioned  in  any  Eccle-  Case, 
siastical  Court,  and  which  sum  is  now  justly  due  from  the  said 
Richard  Williams  unto  them,  the  said  Richard  Parson  and  WUUam 
Jago  as  such  churchwardens.  And  whereas,  by  warrant  under  the 
hand  and  seal  of  me,  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Satole  Graves  Satole, 
so  being  such  justice  as  aforesaid,  the  said  Richard  Williams 
hath  been  duly  summoned  and  convened  before  me  the  said 
Sir  Joseph  Sawle  Graves  Satole,  Baronet,  and  John  Hearle 
Tremayne,  Charles  Brune  Graves  Satole  and  TTiomas  Hext, 
Esquires,  four  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  in  and  for  the 
said  county,  being  the  county  where  the  church  is  situated,  in  respect 
whereof  the  said  rates  have  been  made,  and  being  neither  of  them 
patron  of  the  said  church,  nor  anyway  interested  in  any  of  the  rights, 
dues,  or  other  payments  belonging  to  the  said  church.  And  whereas 
the  said  justices  having  duly  considered  the  premises,  and  having  also 
duly  examined  into  the  merits  and  truth  of  the  said  complaint  upon 
oath  did,  on  the  eleventh  day  of  February  last,  at  the  parish  of  Saint 
Austell  aforesaid,  by  an  order  in  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals, 
order  and  direct  the  said  Richard  Williams  to  pay  unto  the  said 
Richard  Parson  and  William  Jago  the  aforesaid  sum  of  eight 
shillings  and  eightpence  halfpenny,  duly  rated  and  assessed  to  the 
said  Richard  Williams^  in  the  churchwardens'  rate  of  the  parish  of 
Saint  Austell  aforesaid,  for  church  rates,  and  justly  due  unto  the  said 
Richard  Parson  and  William  Jago,  as  such  churchwardens  as  afore- 
said, and  also  the  sum  of  five  shillings  and  ninepence  for  the  costs 
and  charges  of  the  said  Richard  Parson  in  recovering  the  same, 
making  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  fourteen  shillings  and  fivepence 
halfpenny.  And  whereas,  it  appeareth  unto  me  the  said  Sir  Joseph 
Sawle  Graves  Satole,  upon  the  oaths  of  John  Perroto  and  William 
Jago,  that  the  said  Richard  WUUams  hath  had  due  notice  of  the  said 
order,  but  hath  refused  and  neglected,  and  still  doth  refuse  and 
neglect  to  pay,  and  hath  not  paid  the  said  sum  of  fourteen  shillings 
and  fivepence  halfpenny,  or  any  part  thereof.  These  are  therefore 
to  authorize  and  command  you,  that  you  do  forthtoith  levy  the 
(iforesaid  sum  of  fourteen  shillings  and  fivepence  halfpenny  by 
distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Richard 
Williams,  and  out  of  the  money  arising  from  such  sale,  thai  you  do 
pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  Richard  Parson  and  William 
Jago,  the  said  sum  of  fourteen  shillings  and  fivepence  halfpenny, 
and  thereoiU  also  deduct  your  necessary  charges  of  distraining,  and, 
if  any  overplus  shall  remain  after  such  payment  and  deduction  as 
aforesaid^  that  you  do  render  the  same  unto  the  said  Richard  Williams. 
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1850.        Given,  under  my  hand  and  seal,  this  twentieth  day  oli  Aprils  in  the 

year  of  our  Lord*  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  Ibrty-eigfat 

^*  cil***  *  Joseph  S.  Gravbs  Sawlb,  (l.  s.) 

Camioatt,  1  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen,  upon  thdr  oalh 
TO  WIT.  /  present,  that  on  the  twentieth  day  of  Aprils  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-eight,  at  the 
parish  of  S€mU  Austelly  in  the  county  of  ComwaU^  Sir  Jom^A  SamU 
Graves  Sawle^  Baronet,  then  and  there,  and  from  thence  hitherto, 
being  one  of  the  justices  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  assigned  to  keqp 
the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  in  and  for  the  said  county  of 
Camtoall,  and  also  to  hear  and  determine  divers  felonies,  trespasses 
and  other  misdemeanors  in  the  said  county  committed,  did  then  and 
there,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  of  Saini  AusteU  aforesaid,  in  ^ 
county  aforesaid,  in  due  form  of  law  make  a  certain  warrant  under 
his  hand  and  seal,  bearing  date  the  same  day  and  year  aforesaid 
directed  to  the  constables  of  the  parish  of  Saini  Ausiell  aforesaid, 
and  others  whom  it  might  concern,  and  thereby  after  reciting  that 
information  and  complaint  had  been  made  to  the  said  Sir  Joaepk 
Satole  Graves  Sawle^  Baronet,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace,  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Cornwall^  by  Richard  Parson, 
who,  together  with  WUliam  Jago,  were  the  churchwardens  of  the 
parish  of  SiUnt  AusteUy  in  the  said  county,  that  Richard  WtUkmt 
of  Saint  AusteU  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  had  refnaed  and 
neglected,  and  still  did  refuse  and  n^lect  to  pay  tp  them,  the  ssid 
Richard  Parson  and  William  Jago  (such  churchwardens  as  afore- 
said), or  either  of  them,  or  any  person  authorized  to  receive  the  same, 
the  sum  of  eight  shillings  and  eightpence  halfpenny,  being  the  sum 
to  which  the  said  Richard  fFHUams  was  duly  rated  and  assessed  in 
the  churchwardens'  rate  for  the  said  parish  of  Saint  Austdl^  for 
church  rates,  and  made  the  sixteenth  day  of  September  then  last, 
the  validity  of  which  said  rate  had  not  been  questioned  in  any  Eccle- 
siastical Court,  which  said  sum  was  then  justly  due  from  the  said 
Richard  Williams  unto  them  the  said  Richard  Parson  and  WiUum 
Jago  as  such  churchwardens ;  And  reciting  that  by  a  warrant  under 
the  hand  and  seal  of  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Sawie  Graves  Sawle,  so 
being  such  justice  as  aforesaid,  the  said  Richard  Williams  had  been 
duly  summoned  and  convened  before  the  said  Sir  Joseph  SoMde 
Graves  Sawle,  Baronet,  and  John  Hearle  Tremayne^  Charles 
Brune  Graves  SawIe  and  Thomas  Jffexty  Esquires,  four  of  her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  in  and  for  the  said  county,  being  the 
county  where  the  church  was  situated  in  respect  whereof  the  said 
rates  had  been  made,  and  being  neither  of  them  patron  of  the  ssid 
church,  nor  anyway  interested  in  any  of  the  rights,  dues,  or  other 
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payments  belonging  to  the  said  church.  And  reciting  that  the  said  ]  g50. 
justices  haying  duly  considered  the  premises,  and  having  also  duly  Z" 
examined  into  the  merits  and  truth  of  the  said  complaint  upon  oath.  Case, 
did  on  the  eleventh  day  of  Febf%KLry  then  last,  at  the  parish  of  Saint 
Austell  aforesaid,  by  an  order  in  writing,  under  their  hands  and  seals, 
order  and  direct  the  said  Richard  WilUanu  to  pay  unto  the  said 
Richard  Parson  and  PFilUam  Jago  the  aforesaid  sum  of  eight 
shillings  and  eightpence  halfpenny  duly  rated  and  assessed  to  the 
said  Richard  fVUliams  in  the  churchwardens'  rate  of  the  parish  of 
Saint  Austell  aforesaid  for  church  rates,  and  justly  due  unto  the  said 
Richard  Parson  and  WiUiam  Jago  as  such  churchwardens  as  afore- 
saidy  and  also  the  sum  of  five  shillings  and  ninepence  for  the  costs 
and  charges  of  the  said  Richard  Parson  in  recovering  the  same, 
making  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  fourteen  shillings  and  fivepence 
halfpenny.  And  reciting  that  it  appeared  unto  the  said  Sir  Joseph 
Sawle  Graves  Sawie,  upon  the  oaths  of  John  Perrow  and  William 
Jago,  that  the  said  Richard  WUUams  had  had  due  notice  of  the  said 
order  but  had  refused  and  neglected,  and  still  did  refuse  and  neglect 
to  pay,  and  had  not  paid  the  said  sum  of  fourteen  shillings  and  five- 
pence  halfpenny,  or  any  part  thereof,  the  said  Sir  Joseph  Sawle 
Graves  Sawle^  as  such  justice  as  aforesaid,  did  authorize  and  com- 
mand the  said  constables  of  the  parish  of  Saint  Austell  aforesaid,  and 
others  whom  it  might  concern,  forthwith  to  levy  the  aforesaid  sum 
of  fourteen  shillings  and  fivepence  halfpenny  by  distress  and  sale  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Richard  WUliamSt  and  out  of  the 
money  arising  from  such  sale,  that  they  should  pay,  or  cause  to  be 
paid  unto  the  said  Richard  Parson  and  WiUiam  Jago,  the  said  sum 
of  fourteen  shillings  and  fivepence  halfpenny,  and  thereout  also 
deduct  their  necessary  charges  of  distraining,  and  if  any  surplus 
should  remain  after  such  payment  and  deduction  as  aforesaid,  that 
they  should  render  the  same  unto  the  said  Richard  Williams,  which 
said  warrant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
at  the  parish  of  Saint  Austell  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
was  delivered  to  one  John  Perrotc,  then  and  yet  being  one  of  the 
constables  of  the  said  parish  of  Sitint  Austell,  in  due  form  of  law  to 
be  executed  by  virtue  of  which  said  warrant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  said  twentieth  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-eight,  at  the  parish  of  Saint 
Austell  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  the  said  John  Perrow  then 
and  there  being  such  constable  as  aforesaid,  did,  in  due  form  of  law, 
take  and  distrain  one  feather  bed  of  the  value  of  twenty  shillings,  and 
one  cotton  sheet  of  the  value  of  two  shillings  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  said  Richard  Williams^  and  that  the  said  John  Perrow  the 
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1850.        "^^^  goods  and  chattels  then  and  there  had  and  detained  in  his  custody 
^  ^  for  the  cause  aforesaid.     And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath 

Q^gg  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  Richard  WiUianu  after- 

wards, to  wit,  on  the  twenty-sixth  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-eight,  with  force  and 
arms  at  the  parish  of  Saint  Austell  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
the  said  goods  and  chattels  so  as  aforesaid  hy  the  said  John  JParow 
taken  and  distrained,  and  in  the  custody  of  him  the  said  John  Perrow, 
as  such  constahle  as  aforesaid,  then  and  there  heing  from  and  out  of 
the  custody  and  against  the  will  of  him  the  said  John  Perrow^  then 
and  there  unlawfully  and  injuriously  did  rescue,  take  and  carry  away 
(the  said  sum  of  fourteen  shillings  and  fivepence  halfpenny,  so  as 
aforesaid  due  heing  then  unpaid),  and  other  wrongs  to  the  said  John 
PerroWf  then  and  there  did,  to  the  great  damage  of  the  said  John 
Perrow  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown 
and  dignity. 

Second  count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  further  present,  that  after  the  taking  and  distraining  of  the 
said  goods  and  chattels,  in  manner  and  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  and 
whilst  the  said  sum  of  fourteen  shillings  and  fivepence  halfpenny 
remained  due  and  unpaid,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid 
at  the  parish  of  Saint  Austell  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  the 
goods  and  chattels  were  then  and  there  in  the  custody  and  possessioD 
of  one  Samuel  Treverton,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  warrant, 
and  by  him  were  then  and  there  had  and  detained  for  the  cause 
aforesaid,  he  the  said  Samuel  Treverton,  then  and  there  being  one 
of  the  constables  of  the  said  parish  of  Saint  Austell  aforesaid,  and 
that  the  said  Richard  Williams  on  the  said  twenty-sixth  day  of 
April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
forty-eight,  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  the  said  goods  and  chattels  so  as  aforesaid,  in  the  custody 
of  the  said  Samuel  Treverton  as  such  constable  as  aforesaid,  then 
and  there  being  from  and  out  of  the  custody  and  against  the  will  of 
him  the  said  Samuel  Treverton,  then  and  there  unlawfully  and 
injuriously  did  rescue,  take  and  carry  away  (the  said  sum  of  fourteen 
shillings  and  fivepence  halfpenny  so  as  aforesaid  due  being  then 
unpaid),  and  other  wrongs  to  the  said  Samuel  Treverton,  then  and 
there  did  to  the  great  damage  of  the  said  Samuel  Treverton,  and 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

TTiird  count.     And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 

do  further  present,  that  the  said  Richard  fVilliams,  together  with 

.  divers  other  evil  disposed  persons,  to  the  number  of  fifty  and  more^ 

to  the  jurors  aforesaid  as  yet  unknown,  on  the  twenty-sixth  day  of 
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April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and         1850. 
forty-eight,  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish  of  St,  Austell  aforesaid,  ZZ  T 

in  the  county  aforesaid,  did  unlawfully,  riotously  and  tumultuously  Case, 
assemhle  and  gather  together  to  disturb  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady 
the  Queen,  and  being  so  then  and  there  assembled  and  gathered 
together,  did  then  and  there  make  great  noises,  riot,  tumult  and  dis- 
turbance, and  then  and  there  unlawfully,  riotously,  routously  and 
tumultously  remain  and  continue  together,  making  such  noises,  riot, 
tumult  and  disturbance  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space 
of  four  hours  or  more  then  next  following,  to  the  great  terror  and 
disturbance,  not  only  of  the  liege  subjects  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen,  there  and  thereabouts  inhabiting,  residing  and  being,  but  of 
all  the  other  liege  subjects  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  there  passing 
and  repassing  in  and  along  the  public  streets  and  Queen's  common 
highways  there,  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and  her 
laws,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown 
and  dignity. 

Fourth  count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present,  that  the  said  Richard  WiUiams,  being  such  evil 
disposed  person  as  aforesaid,  and  unlawfully  devising  and  intending 
to  obstruct  and  hinder  the  said  John  PerroWj  being  such  constable 
as  aforesaid,  in  the  execution  of  his  duty  aforesaid,  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  said  twenty-sixth  day  of  Aprils  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-eight,  with  force  and  arms  at  the 
parish  of  St,  Austell  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  did  unlaw- 
fully, wrongfully,  injuriously  and  contemptuously  in  a  violent  and 
noisy  manner,  and  by  violent,  noisy  and  outrageous  threats  and 
gestures  obstruct  and  hinder  the  said  John  Perrow,  so  being  such 
constable  as  aforesaid,  in  the  execution  of  his  duty  as  aforesaid,  and 
other  wrongs  to  the  said  John  Perrow^  so  being  such  constable  as 
aforesaid,  then  and  there  did  to  the  great  damage  of  the  said  John 
Perrow,  to  the  great  hindrance  and  obstruction  of  the  performance 
of  his  duty  as  aforesaid,  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and 
her  laws,  to  the  evil  example  of  all  others  in  the  like  case  offending, 
and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and 
dignity. 
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1850.      THE  QUEEN  v.  JOHN  CHRISTOPHER,  JOHN 
SMITH,  and  GEORGE  THORNTON. 

Witnesses  The  prisoners,  Christopher^  Smith  and  Thornton, 
mittingma-  were  tried  before  Gilbert  Henderson^  Esq.,  Recorder 
di^sw^"  of  the  borough  of  Liverpool,  on  the  22nd  day  of 
and  exa.        October,  1849,  for  felony. 

cross-exa-  When  the  prisoners  were  first  brought  before  the 

Seprisoners-  "^^g^^trate,  and  charged  with  the  felony,  the  witnesses 

minutes  were  swom,  examined  by  the  magistrate,  and  cross- 
thereof  were  •  J  1  .1  •  J  --.x  •  ^  t 
duly  made  bj  examined  by  the  prisoners^  and  wntten  minutes  of 

the  clerk,       ^(jg  examination  and  cross-examination  were  made  by 

and  were  ,  ,        ^ 

then  sent  to    the  clerk  to  the  magistrates,  under  the  inspection  of 

his  office  to      .1  ... 

be  copied  as    *^G  magistrates. 

toft  deposi-  These  minutes  were  then  sent  to  the  ofl&ce  of  the 
witnesses  clerk  to  the  magistrates,  and  there  delivered  to  a 
ihwe  also.  <ilerk  named  Tasker,  who  proceeded  to  write  the  de- 
T.,  the  copy,  positions  from  the  minutes.     The  witnesses  attended 

ing  clerk,         .1/*.  i^i  /.••  i-i* 

while  copy-  in  the  office,  and  in  the  course  of  writing  the  deposi- 
mfnutes  tions,  Tosker  put  some  questions  to  each  of  them,  for 
asked  the       the  purpose  of  rendering:  the  depositions  more  correct, 

witnesses 

someques-  clear,  and  complete.  The  answers  given  to  these 
p^seof^   questions  were    inserted    in   the  depositions.      The 

making^  the 

depositions  more  correct,  clear  and  complete,  and  inserted  the  answers  in  the  depodtioiis* 

The  prisoners  were  not  present. 

The  depositions  thus  written  were  taken  back  to  the  magistrate.  The  witnesses,  is 
the  presence  of  the  prisoners,  after  being  duly  re-sworn,  and  after  hearing  the  depofi- 
tions  read  over  to  them,  and  giving  the  prisoners  full  opportunity  of  cross-examinatiom 
signed  them. 

llie  above  circumstances  appeared  at  the  trial,  and  a  material  question  was  put  to  one 
of  the  witnesses  as  to  something  which  he  had  said  to  T.,  in  answer  to  one  of  the  above 
questions  so  put  to  him  by  T.  It  was  objected  and  ruled  that  the  answer  would  appear 
on  the  depositions,  and  that  they  must,  tnerefore,  be  put  in  as  primary  evidence  of  the 
statement. 

Heldf  that  the  question  was  legal,  and  that  the  answer  formed  no  part  of  the  deposi- 
tions, but  was  wholly  independent  of  them,  and  ought,  therefore*  to  have  been  given. 
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magistrate  was  not  present,  nor  were  the  prisoners  at       1850. 
the  office  of  the  clerk  to  the  magistrates.  Chhisto- 

The  depositions   having    been    thus   writteti,   the       PHsm 
witnesses  appeared  again  before  the  magistrates,  and  Thornton's 
in  the  presence  of  the  prisoners,  were  re-sworn ;  the       ^^^'^ 
depositions  were  read  over  to  them,  and  a  full  oppor- 
tunity was  afforded  for  cross-examination  before  the 
depositions  were  signed  by  the  witnesses. 

Under  these  circumstances  appearing  on  the  trial, 
the  counsel  for  the  prisoners  proposed  to  ask  one  of 
the  witnesses  for  the  Crown  the  following  question : — 

**  Did  you  not  tell  Mr.  Tasker  that  you  were  watch- 
ing the  prisoner  Chistopher  till  a  quarter  before  one 
o^clock  ?  " 

This  question  was  material. 

The  question  had  reference  to  what  was  said  by  the 
witness,  in  answer  to  some  question  put  by  I'asker^  as 
above  stated  in  the  course  of  writing  the  depositions, 
and  the  witness's  answer  would,  according  to  the 
evidence,  appear  on  the  depositions. 

The  depositions  were  not  read  or  tendered  in  evi- 
dence. 

The  counsel  for  the  prosecution  objected  to  the 
question  proposed,  and  the  question  was  overruled  by 
Cbe  Court. 

The  prisoners  were  all  convicted  of  felony. 

Judgment  was  postponed,  and  the  prisoners  were 
committed  to  prison  until  it  shall  have  been  con- 
sidered and  decided  by  this  Court. 

Whether  the  question  proposed  to  be  asked  was 
properly  overruled,  and  whether  the  prisoners  were 
duly  convicted. 

This  case  was  argued  on  Friday j  1st  Februari/, 
1850,  before  Wilde  C.  J.,  Alderson  B.,  Maule  J., 
WiGHTMAN  J.,  V.  Williams  J. 

HUlSf  for  the  prisoner. 
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1850.  The  two  questioDS  for  the  Court  are ;  first,  were 

Chruto-    ^here  any  legal  depositions  at  all  ?   Secondly,  if  there 

PHBm      were,  does  their  existence  render  the  question  inad- 

SMiTHand        .     .,,    A 
Thornton's  miSSlble  ? 

Caw.  First    The  depositions    were   not   taken   in  the 

manner  prescribed  by  the  statute  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42, 
s.  17,  which  was  intended  to  obviate  the  objections 

which  attached  to  the  mode  prescribed  by  stat. 
7  Cho.  4,  c.  64. 

The  former  statute  provides,  ^'  that  in  all  cases  where 
any  person  shall  appear,  &c.,  before  any  justice,  &c., 
charged  with  any  indictable  offence,  &c.,  such  jus- 
tice, &c.,  before  he  shall  commit  such  accused  person 
for  trial,  &c.,  shall,  in  the  presence  of  such  accused 
person,  who  shall  be  at  liberty  to  put  questions  to  any 
witness  produced  against  him,  take  the  statement  on 
oath  or  affirmation  of  those  who  shall  know  the  facts 
and  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  shall  put  the  same 
into  writing  ;  and  such  depositions  shall  be  read  over 
to,  and  signed  respectively  by  the  witnesses  who  shall 
have  been  so  examined,  and  shall  be  signed  also  by 
the  justice  or  justices  taking  the  same,"  &c. 

Wilde  C.  J. — So  that  the  prisoner  had  a  right  to 
compare  the  verbal  statements  made,  with  the  written 
statements  produced,  and  see  that  they  corresponded, 
which  he  could  not  do,  unless  all  the  written  state- 
ments produced  had  been  made  verbally  in  bis 
presence. 

Hills.  Here,  bad  the  written  statements  been 
signed  in  the  first  instance,  the  depositions  would 
have  been  complete.  But  that  not  having  been  done, 
the  written  statements,  which  were  ultimately  signed, 
contained  answers  to  questions  which  had  been  put  to 
the  witnesses  in  the  absence  of  the  prisoner,  and  so 
were  not  legal  depositions.  If  such  a  course  were  to 
be  permitted,  tiie  prisoner  might  be  entrapped  into 
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makiDg  some  statement  which  he  would  not  otherwise       1850. 
have  made.     For  as   previously  to  taking  the  pri-     christo- 
soner's  examination,  the  evidence  is  to  be  read  over    ^  >*»■*»  , 

Smith  and 

to  him,  (11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18),  he  will  naturally  Thornton's 

suppose,  that  the  written  statement  so  read,  contains         ^*^' 

no  matter  beyond  what  he  had  heard,  and  will  not 

give  it  that  sort  of  attention  which  he  might  attempt 

to  do,  if  he  suspected  that  fresh  matter  had  been 

inserted  ;    he  would  therefore,  very  probably,  pass 

over  such  fresh  matter  unheeded,  which,  if  observed, 

he  might  have  remarked    upon,  and  contradicted. 

Again,  suppose  any  of  the  witnesses  to  be  dead  or  ill, 

their   depositions  may  be  read  in  evidence   at  the 

trial,  (Ibid.  s.  17).     But  what  a  hardship  would  this 

be,  supposing  them  to  contain  matter  of  importance, 

upon  which    the    prisoner   had   no    opportunity  of 

cross-examining,  and  which  he  had  not  chanced  to 

notice  when  the  deposition  was  read  over  to  him. 

Maule  J. — That  section  makes  them  receivable  in 
evidence  upon  its  being  first  proved  that  they  were 
taken  in  the  presence  of  the  person  accused,  and  that 
he  or  his  counsel  or  attorney  had  a  full  opportunity  of 
cross-examining  the  witness.    Therefore,  you  would 
say  that  such  full  opportunity  did  not  exist  in  the  present 
case.     Suppose  a  question  to  be  put  to  the  witness  in 
the  absence  of  the  prisoner,  which  question  involved 
two  alternatives,  and  the  answer  to  be  "  yes," — the 
magistrate's  clerk  might  think  the  answer  applied  to 
a  different  alternative  from  that  to  which  the  prisoner 
would  have  applied  it  had  he  been  present  and  had  an 
opportunity  of  fixing  it  to  such  alternative  by  a  cross- 
examination.     And  the  magistrate's  clerk  might  have 
taken  down  the  answer  in  suoh  a  form  as  to  make  it 
seem  applicable  to  the  wrong  alternative.     You  con- 
tend that  what  they  call  minutes  would  be  the  deposi- 

VOL.  I.  p  p 
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1850.      tions  had  they  been  signed,  and  that  the  minutes  DOt 
Christo-    ^^^^S  signed  there  are  no  depositions  at  alL 
PHBR,  HilU.   Secondly.  If  these  are  to  be  taken  as  deposi- 

Smith  adq 

Thobntok'b  tions  the  only  effect  is  to  preclude  an  inquiry  into  the 
^^^^'      actual  statement  which  was  made  before  the  magistrate; 
it  would  not  preclude  an  inquiry  into  a  similar  state- 
ment made  elsewhere. 

Paget f  for  the  Crown. 

As  to  the  last  point.  The  case  as  stated  by  the 
Recorder  precludes  the  consideration  of  this  question. 
For  it  is  there  found  that  the  answer  of  the  witness  to 
the  question,  *^  Did  you  not  tell  Mr.  Tcuier^  &c./' 
would  appear  on  the  depositions.  Therefore,  as  the 
Recorder  has  found  that  ttie  very  statement  inquired 
into  would  appear  on  the  depositions,  the  only  question 
now  is  whether  the  depositions  were  gdod  ? 

Alderson  B. — *^  A  similar  statement''  is  the  true 
way  to  put  it. 

Paget.  If  it  were  a  precisely  similar  statement  in 
answer  to  a  similar  question  put  at  a  different  time,  it 
would  still  be  inadmissible. 

Wilde  C.  J. — The  question  put  to  the  witness  be- 
fore the  magistrate  would  be,  ^^  Is  this  true  ? ''  whidi 
would  be  a  wholly  different  question,  and  receive  a 
wholly  different  answer.  It  would  neither  be  the  same 
nor  similar.  All  that  the  prisoner  would  hear  would 
be  the  witness'  answer,  **  Yes,"  or  "  It  is  true,"  to  the 
question,  **  Is  this  true  ? "  The  question  to  which 
the  statement  was  originally  an  answer  would  not  hare 
been  heard  by  the  prisoner. 

Alderson  B. — The  depositions  only  exclude  the 
actual  matter  which  takes  place  before  the  magistrate. 
If  a  person  in  the  street  had  asked  the  question  and 
got  the  answer,  might  it  not  have  been  inquired 
into? 
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Paget.    There  is  a  middle  course  between  viewing       1850. 
Tasker  as  a  mere  stranger,  and  identifying  him  with    christo- 
the  magistrate.     Suppose  Ttuker  had  by  the  witness'       p^bb, 
desire  written  down  a  statement  and  signed  it,  and  the  Thornton's 
witness  had  also  signed jt,  no'inquiry  could  then  have       ^^^ 
been  made  about  it,  because  the  written  document 
would  be  the  best  evidence. 

In  the  QneetCs  case,  2  B.  &  B.  289,  questions  were 
not  allowed  to  be  asked  respecting  the  contents  of  a 
letter. 

Alderson  B. — ^There,  the  letter  was  the  only  evi- 
dence of  a  statement  having  been  made  :  here  an  oral 
statement  was  made,  and  written  down  afterwards; 
the  writing  was  secondary  evidence  of  it. 

Pagety  cited  Samthill  v.  Bounds  4  Esp.  74. 

Maule  J. — There  may  be,  and  often  is  written 
evidence  of  a  statement  which  has  never  been  made ; 
but  which  is  put  into  writing  in  contemplation  of  its 
being  made:  for  instance,  a  draft  bond.  A  clerk 
prepares  it,  because  he  thinks  that  A.  B.  is  going  to 
sign  it.  But^.  B.  may  turn  out  to  be  deaf  and  dumb, 
and  incapable  of  understanding  the  contents,  or  of 
assenting  to  them.  What  would  such  a  writing  be 
evidence  of? 

Paget  In  Leach  v.  Simpstm^  5  M.  &  W.  312,  it  was 
held,  that  matter  which  had  been  deposed  before  a 
magistrate,  could  not  be  the  subject  of  parol  evidence 
in  a  civil  action.  Here  the  whole  of  the  acts  done 
were  a  part  of  one  transaction,  mz.^  of  the  process  of 
taking  down  the  depositions.  In  a  civil  action,  sup- 
pose a  merchant  were  cross-examined  about  some 
statement  made  by  him,  and  it  appeared  that  the 
statement  was  contained  in  a  letter,  part  of  which  had 
been  written  by  his  clerk ;  the  whole  letter  would 
primd  facie  be  regarded  as  the  writing  of  the  merchant. 
Here  Tasher  is  in  the  position  of  the  merchant's  clerk. 

p  p  2 
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1850.  Maule  J No.    Tcuker  cannot  be  taken  to  have 

Christo^  written  by  the  dictation  of  the  witness :  he  usurped  an 

PHER,      authority.     He  can  no  more  exclude  parol  evidence  of 
Thornton's  ^'^^  witness'  Statement  by  reducing  it  to  writing,  than 

Case.  Qiiy  QQg  present  at  a  seditious  meeting  can  exclude 
parol  evidence  of  words  there  spoken,  by  choosing  to 
make  a  memorandum  of  it. 

Alderson  B. — If  the  question  were,  whether  the 
merchant  had  made  a  communication  to  some  one,  the 
letter  might  be  the  only  evidence  of  such  communica- 
tion ;  but  not  of  the  fact  of  his  having  made  such  and 
such  a  statement.  In  a  note  to  Jeans  v.  Wheedon^ 
2  M.  &  R.  486,  n.,  the  whole  subject  is  admirably 
discussed,  and  the  argument  there  seems  to  settle  the 
question  before  us  (a). 


QwidkdO, 

July  4tky 

1843. 

Where,  on  a 
preliminary 
nearing  of  a 
case,  the 
maffistrate's 
clerk  had 
taken  down 
what  a  wit- 
ness said, 
but  neither 
witness  nor 
magistrate 
signed  it : 
Held,  that 
what  the  wit- 
ness said 
might  be 
proved  by 
any  one  who 
heard  him, 
without  pro- 
ducing tne 
clerk's  note. 


(a)  The  report  of  the  case  in 
2  M.  4*  A.  486,  is  as  follows  :— 

Jbans  V,  Whbbdon. 

Case  for  a  malicious  prosecu- 
tion. 

The  defendant  had  made  a  charge 
against  the  plaintiff  before  a  magis- 
trate, the  hearing  of  which  was,  in 
the  first  instance,  adjourned ;  and 
on  a  subsequent  occasion  the  case 
was  heard,  and  the  depositions  were 
gone  through,  t4ken  down,  and  the 
plaintiff  committed  for  triaL  A 
magistrate's  clerk  attended  on  the 
first  occasion,  and  took  down  what 
the  defendant  said,  but  the  de- 
fendant did  not  sign  it,  nor  did 
the  magistrate. 

Bompas  Seijt.  objected  that  parol 

•  See  Rex  y.  Harris,  1  Mood.  C.  C.  R.  338. 

The  learned  Editor's  note,  referred  to  by  Aldersok 
B.,  is  as  follows ; — 

llie  fact  of  a  conversation  or     writing  furnishes  no  general  princi- 
transaction   being   reduced    into      pie  for  excluding  other  evidence  of 


evidence  was  inadmissible  of  what 
the  defendant  said  on  the  first 
occasion,  and  that  the  writing  mmt 
be  produced. 

Crbsswbll  J. — I  know,  from 
the  depositions  returned  to  me  it 
the  assises,  that,  in  practice,  when 
a  case  is  adjourned,  the  depod- 
tions  are  not  regularly  reduced  to 
writing  under  the  statute,  and  I 
think  that  parol  evidence  is  ad- 
missible here  of  what  was  said  on 
the  first  occasion.  If  two  personi 
are  present  on  the  examination  of 
a  witness,  and  one  takes  a  note  of 
what  the  witness  says,  and  the 
other  does  not,  the  latter  is  ai 
competent  as  the  former  to  prore 
what  he  heard. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff.* 
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Wilde  C,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 
We  think  the  question  proper  and  legal,  and  that  an 


1850. 


the  conversation  or  transaction  than 
the  writing.  Such  evidence  is  by  no 
means  necessarily  secondary  to  the 
writing.  Judges  take  notes  of  the 
evidence  given  on  trials,  yet  the 
evidence  may  be  proved  from  recol- 
lection, even  on  an  indictment  for 
perjury.  {Rowley's  case.  Mood. 
C.  C.  R.  111).  The  exclusion 
must  be  founded,  either  on  the 
agreement  of  parties,  or  on  the 
requirements  of  some  particular 
law.  When  parties  reduce  into 
writing  the  terms  of  an  agreement, 
or  account  of  any  other  transac- 
tion, aa  between  themselves,  such 
writing  must  be  produced,  and  in 
the  case  of  an  agreement  cannot 
be  contradicted  or  even  added  to  by 
parol  evidence ;  for  it  is  a  reason- 
able presumption,  that,  though 
other  things  were  said  or  done, 
besides  those  recorded  in  the 
writing,  the  parties  concurred  in 
treating  those  other  things  as  not 
essential  parts  of  the  agreement  or 
transaction.  But  this  reasoning 
does  not  apply  to  third  parties. 
There  may  well  be  occasions,  either 
civil  or  criminal,  in  which  others 
may  have  an  interest  in  proving 
what  really  passed,  and  there  is 
no  reason  why  they  should  not  be 
permitted  to  prove  it,  from  the 
memory  of  witnesses,  without  pro- 
ducing the  writing.  Where  matters 
are  required  to  be  reduced  into 
writing  by  statute,  either  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  validity  to  the 
transaction,  or  for  the  purpose  of 
evidence,  the  writing  may  be  con- 
sidered the  primary  evidence,  and 
must  be  produced.  But  questions 
may,  even  in  these  cases,  arise,  as 
to  the  extent  to  which  other  evi- 
dence is  to  be  excluded;  in  the 
determination  of  which,  the  neces- 


Christo- 

PHBR, 

Smith  and 


sity  of  the  case  in  some  instances, 
the  purposes  of  the  enactment  in  Thorkton^s 
others  must  be  looked  to.  Thus,  Case, 
judicial  records  are  not  only  pri- 
mary, but,  from  their  nature,  con- 
clusive evidence  of  the  decisions 
of  Courts  of  justice.  The  Statute 
of  Frauds  requires  certain  agree- 
ments, &c.  to  be  in  writing,  to 
give  them  validity,  and  it  may  be 
laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that 
in  cases  falling  within  that  statute, 
the  agreement  cannot  be  added  to, 
explained,  or  contradicted  by  parol. 
The  statutes  1  &  2  PA.  4*  Af.,  and 
7  Geo,  4,  c.  64,  require  the  exami- 
nations of  witnesses  and  prisoners 
to  be  reduced  into  writing,  and  parol 
evidence  of  what  either  of  them 
said,  when  under  examination,  can- 
not be  received  in  the  first  instance 
on  the  criminal  trial,  preliminary 
to  which  the  examination  was 
taken.  But  even  on  such  criminal 
trial,  evidence  is  admissible  by 
way  of  explanation,  or  to  prove 
that  the  party  made  other  state- 
ments besides  those  reduced  into 
writing,  otherwise,  the  safety  of 
prisoners,  and  the  credit  of  wit- 
nesses, would  depend  on  the  honesty 
and  accuracy  of  the  clerks  who 
take  the  examination;  and  instances 
(not  occurring  on  such  criminal 
trial)  may  perhaps  arise,  in  which, 
what  a  witness  said  before  a  magis- 
trate, might  be  given  in  evidence 
against  him,  without  even  pro- 
ducing the  written  examination; 
at  all  events,  it  may  be  added  to 
or  explained,  and  that  even  by 
shewing  other  things  said,  per- 
tinent to  and  part  of  the  matters 
for  which  the  examination  was 
taken,  (yerutfray,  Johnson^  I  Mood, 
&  R.  316).  In  the  principal  case 
it  was  perhaps  not  necessary  that 
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1850.      answer  should  have  been  required.     It  is  objected 
Chbisto-    ^'^^^  ^^^  answer  was  to  be  found  in  a  paper  signed  by 

PHBR,      the  witness,  which  must  be  regarded  as  a  deposition, 
Thor^t^'8  having  acquired  that  character  from  the  circumstances 

^^^^  under  which  it  was  made.  But  the  ground  on  which 
a  deposition  is  exclusive  evidence  of  a  matter  con- 
tained in  it,  is  the  presumption  that  the  magistrate 
has  done  his  duty,  and  taken  down  all  that  was 
material  in  the  testimony  of  the  witness.  But  Tcuktr 
was  a  mere  stranger ;  he  could  not,  by  any  act  of  his, 
attach  to  the  writing  a  character  which  would  exclude 
parol  evidence  of  what  was  so  written ;  it  does  not 
become  primary  evidence  of  such  matter — ^the  witness' 
own  words  are  the  primary  evidence  of  the  statement 
Suppose  the  witness  had  said  something,  and  had  then 
written  it  down  himself:  his  writing  would  not  ex- 
clude his  speech.  Why  then  should  Tasker^s  writing 
do  so  ?  The  whole  argument  is  founded  on  an  in- 
correct analogy.  The  conviction  was  therefore  wrong ; 
an  entry  to  that  effect  must  be  made  on  the  record, 
and  the  prisoners  forthwith  discharged. 


the  8tatemeDt8,  parol  evidence  of 
which  was  objected  to,  (vsf.  etate- 
inents  made  hj  the  defendant  t>D 
the  first  occasion  of  his  going 
before  the  magistrate),  should  have 
been  reduced  to  writing  at  all; 
but  even  if  the  entire  examinations 
of  the  witnesses  and  the  com- 
mittal of  a  prisoner  take  place  at 
the  same  time,  it  would  seem  most 
inconvenient,  as  well  as  unreason- 
able to  make  the  written  exami- 
nation conclusive  as  to  all  the 
preliminary  statements  of  the  wit- 
nesses on  which  it  is  founded. 
In  practice,  the  witnesses  are 
allowed  to  tell  their  stories  in  their 


own  way,  and  what  the  magistnKtes 
or  their  clerks  consider  to  be  the 
effect  is  written  down  and  then  read 
over  (it  is  true)  to  the  ezaminant; 
but  it  is  scarcely  to  be  expected 
that  he  should  be  very  exact  in 
observing  inaccuradea.  To  tluf 
it  may  be  added,  that  matten 
may  have  been  stated  which  were 
reasonably  omitted  from  the  writteo 
examination,  in  consequence  of 
their  appearing  at  the  time  tnsig* 
nificant,  though  their  connectioD 
with  facts,  subsequenUy  brought 
to  light,  may  have  rendered  them 
of  the  utmost  importance. 
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REGINA  V.  JOHN  SANSOME.  185a 


Thb  prisoner  was  tried  before  Lord  Campb£ll  C.  J.,  at  i.  A  state- 
the  Spring  assizes  for  the  county  of  Nottingham^  a.  d.  by  a  prisoner 
1850,  for  the  murder  of  Elizabeth  Bailey,  by  intro-  ^^^^' 
duciug  his  finger  into  her  womb  with  the  intention  of  gistrate,  and 

.      ,  •  siffned  by 

procuring  abortion.  the  prisoner 

For  the  prosecution  there  was  oflTered  in  evidence  a  ^^-^^^ 
declaration  made  by  him  before  the  committing  magis-  if  taken  in 

.      .     .     . ,  J  ^  the  form  pre- 

trate  m  the  annexed  form.  scribed  by 

The  magistrate's  clerk  who  was  called  to  prove  it,  {J^'J^g^'*^ 
stated  that  when  the  prisoner  was  before  the  magistrate  ii  &  12  Vict. 
the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  being  examined  in  his  missibie  in' 
presence,  the  magistrate  thus  addressed  him  : — "  Hav-  «^dence 

,  ,  ,  against  him 

ing  heard  the  evidence  do  you  wish  to  say  anything  in  at  his  trial  at 
answer  to  the  charge  ?    You  are  not  obliged  to  say  ^^!^smbkj 
anything  unless  you  desire  to  do  so;   but  whatever  ^at where 
you  say  will  be  taken  down  in  writing,  and  may  be  eridence  of 
given  in  evidence  against  you  upon  your  trial ;"  that  Sreat^rSa' 
the  magistrate  added  nothing  more.  The  prisoner  then  ducement 

,  -  -  having  been 

made  the  declaration  which  was  taken  down,  read  over  held  out  to 
to  him  and  signed  by  him,  and  that  it  was  signed  by  roc^sSe^* 
the  magistrate.  f>«°i  ^p^^ 

__  be  admissi* 

The  prisoner's  counsel  objected  that  under  the  stat.  bie  under 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  8.  18,  the  declaration  was  not  f^^^Jli,^ 
admissible,  as  the  magistrate  had  not  stated  to  the  pri-  without 
soner  or  given  him  clearly  to  understand  "  that  he  had  magistrate's 

signature. 

3.  It  will  be  prudent  for  Justices  always  to  give  the  prisoner  the  second  caution  as 
well  as  the  first. 

4.  Quare,  whether,  where  there  has  been  a  previous  threat  or  inducement  held 
out  to  the  prisoner,  the  Justice  mutt  give  him  the  second  caution  as  well  as  the 
first? 
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1850.  nothing  to  hope  from  any  promise  of  favour,  and 
Sansomb's  ^otl^iDg  to  fear  from  any  threat  which  might  have 
Case.  been  holden  out  to  him  to  induce  him  to  make  any 
admission  or  confession  of  his  guilt;  but  that  whatever 
he  should  then  say  might  be  given  in  evidence  against 
him  upon  his  trial  notwithstanding  such  promise  or 
threat." 

Lord  Campbell  admitted  the  declaration,  and  re- 
served the  point  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges. 

The  prisoner  was  found  guilty,  and  sentence  was 
passed  upon  him. 

Nottinghamshire^  \  John  Sansome  stands  charged  before  the  uoder- 
To  WIT.  j  signed,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace, 
in  and  for  the  county  of  Nottingham^  this  twelfUi  day  of  Jfoy,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-nine,  for 
that  he  the  said  John  Sansome^  on  the  nineteenth  day  of  April  last, 
at  the  parish  of  Sutton  in  Ashfield,  in  the  said  county,  unlawfollj 
and  feloniously  used  an  instrument  to  the  person  of  one  EUzabtA 
Bailey f  she  then  and  there  being  with  child,  with  intent  then  and 
there  to  procure  the  miscarriage  of  her  the  said  EUzabeth  BaHejf, 
And  the  said  charge  being  read  to  the  said  John  Sansome^  and  the 
witnesses  for  the  prosecution,  Richard  Soulding,  Mary  Ann  Oscreftt 
Lucy  Bailey,  John  Senior  Turner,  William  Picker  and  David 
Richardson,  being  severally  examined  in  his  presence,  the  said  John 
Sansome  is  now  addressed  by  me  as  follows  : — "  Having  heard  the 
evidence,  Do  you  wish  to  say  anything  in  answer  to  the  charge  ? 
You  are  not  obliged  to  say  anything  unless  you  desire  to  do  so  ;  but 
whatever  you  say  will  be  taken  down  in  writing,  and  may  be  given 
in  evidence  against  you  upon  your  trial."  Whereupon  the  said  John 
Sansome  saith  as  follows : — "  As  regards  the  charge  of  introdudng 
any  instrument,  upon  examination,  I  found  it  was  impracticable,  on 
account  of  the  narrowness  of  the  passages,  and  the  apex  of  the  womb 
lying  so  high  up  that  I  could  not  reach  to  feel  it ;  in  consequence  of 
that  I  withdrew  my  fingers  and  observed  to  her.  You  will  be  all  right 


now." 


(Signed)  John  Sansoms. 


The  above  examination  was  taken  before  me  at  Mansfield,  in  the 
said  county,  on  the  day  and  year  first  mentioned. 

(Signed)  J.  Salmomd^ 
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This  case  was  argued  on  27th  April,  1850,  before       1850. 
Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  Parke  B.,  Alderson  B.,  Cress-  sansomb'b 

WELL  J.,  ErLE  J.  Caae. 

Mellor^  for  the  prisoner,  shewed  what  was  the  state 
of  the  law  before  the  statute;  that  any  inducement 
which  was  calculated  to  affect  the  mind  of  the  prisoner 
with  hope  or  fear  rendered  the  confession  inadmissible ; 
that  if  any  such  inducement  had  been  held  out  previ- 
ously to  the  prisoner's  examination  before  the  magis- 
trate, it  was  the  magistrate's  duty  to  do  away  the  effect 
of  such  inducement.  (72,  v.  Arnold,  8  C.  &  P.  621,  per 
Lord  Denman)  ;  that  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  which  made 
the  statement  of  the  prisoner  admissible  on  proof  of  the 
magistrate's  signature,  and  of  the  usual  caution  was 
repealed  by  stat.  11  &  12  VicL  c.  42 ;  that  the  object 
of  the  latter  statute  was  to  prevent  any  necessity  for 
inquiry  at  the  trial,  whether  the  caution  had  been  duly 
given ;  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  prevent  magis- 
trates from  taking  down  as  evidence  against  a  prisoner 
any  statement  made  by  him  without  the  whole  caution 
prescribed  by  the  statute ;  that  it  was  not  the  object  of 
the  statute  to  facilitate  proof;  that  the  words  **  at  any 
time  **  in  the  last  proviso  in  the  stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c.  42, 
8.  18,  must  be  read  as  though  they  were  ^^  at  any  other 
time ;''  that  therefore  this  declaration  could  not  be 
given  in  evidence  at  common  law. 

Lord  Campbell. — You  seem  to  suppose  that  the 
object  of  this  statute  was  exclusively  to  benefit  the 
prisoner,  whereas  it  had  in  view  the  general  advance- 
ment of  justice. 

Parke  B. — The  question  is,  whetherthe  first  proviso 
in  s.  18,  contains  a  condition  precedent,  or  is  merely 
directory. 

Mellor  cited  R.  v.  Kimber,  3  Cox,  C.  C.  223. 

Alderson  B. — The  question  there  seems  to  have 
been,  whether   the  prisoner's  examination,  as  there 
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1850.      taken,  could  be  used  in  evidence  under  the  statute, 
z T  tJtz.,  without  proof  of  the  magistrate's  signature. 

Case.  S.  C.  Defdsan  for  the  Crown  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  £)  AMPBELU — The  objection  to  the  admissibility 
of  this  declaration  is  unfounded.  The  signature  of 
the  magistrate,  and  that  of  the  prisoner  were  proved. 
It  would  have  been  admissible  at  common  law,  and  is 
so  still,  unless  excluded  by  the  statute.  It  is  argued, 
that  the  object  of  the  caution  in  the  first  proviso,  is  to 
do  away  the  effect  of  a  previous  inducement ;  but  as 
there  was  no  previous  inducement  here,  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary in  this  case  to  decide  whether,  if  a  previous 
threat  or  inducement  had  been  held  out  to  the  pri- 
soner, the  caution  prescribed  by  the  first  proviso  is  to 
be  regarded  as  a  condition  precedent,  or  as  merely 
directory. 

The  28th  sec.  of  the  statute  declares,  that  the  forms 
givep  in  the  schedule  are  to  be  deemed  good,  valid, 
and  sufficient  in  law,  and  the  form  in  the  schedule 
does  not  contain  the  second  caution.  It  would  there- 
fore seem,  that  both  at  common  law,  and  under  the 
statute,  the  declaration  in  this  case  was  admissible  in 
evidence  against  the  prisoner  (a). 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred;  and,  in  conse- 
quence of  a  suggestion  by  Erlb  J.,  that  it  would  be 
desirable  to  give  some  direction  to  Justices  as  to  the 
proper  mode  of  taking  a  prisoner  s  statement  under 
Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18,  that  learned  Judge 
intimated,  that,  in  his  opinion,  it  would  be  prudent  in 
Justices  always  to  give  the  prisoner  the  second  caution, 
as  being  the  only  course  which  would  preclude  all 
possibility  of  question  as  to  the  admissibility  of  bis 
statement ;  for  as  it  was  not  yet  decided,  whether  that 
caution  was  absolutely  requisite  when  a  previous  in- 

(a)  JR.  V.  Kimber,  3  Cox,  C.  C.  223,  may  probably  be  ooosidiftd 
asoYemiled. 
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dacement  or  threat  had  been  held  out,  and  the  Justice       1850. 
could  never  be  certain,  whether  such  previous  threat   sansomb's 
or  inducement  had  or  had  not  been  held  out,  a  per-       ^^^^ 
plexing  question  might  arise  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  first  caution  to  remove  the  effect  on  the  prisoner*s 
mind  of  such  threat,  &c.,  should  it  turn  out  in  fact, 
that  such  threat,  &c.,  had  been  held  out. 
The  rest  of  the  Court  agreed. 


KEGINA  V.  JAMES  THOMPSON.  1860. 


James  Thompson  was  indicted  at  the  Quarter  Ses-  -^-.■•^  *^* 
sions  for  the  county  of  Lancaster^  held  by  adjournment  takeB<'#* 
at  Salford,  on  the  7th  day  of  January,  1850,  and  was  «^^^ 
found  guilty  of  stealing  nine  gowns,  two  brass  candle-  ^i^ards  ased 
sticks,  one  coffee  pot,  one  dining  table,  two  aprons,  commoD, 
two  pair  of  boots,  two  pair  of  shoes,  four  shawls,  two  ^^^J  ^* 
pair  of  stockings,  two  sheets,  and  two  silk  handker-  B. :  HeU 

evidence  to 
wanant  a 

(a)  The  Editor  feels  some  donbt  as  the  mere  taldng,  joinUj  with  coDvictioii 

wheUier  the  precise  effect  of  the  the  wife,  would  not  primdfaeie  be  f^!^[lf.  /J\^ 

judgment  is  given  in  the  marginal  a  trespass,  since  a  wife  is  pre* 

note.    If  the  judgment  is  to  be  sumed  to  be  the  agent  of  her  hus* 

understood  to  sanction  the  opinion  band.    Nor  would  the  subsequent 

of  the  jury,  that  the  joint  taking  use  bj  A,,  jointly  with  the  wife, 

per  se  constituted  larceny,  the  mar-  alter  Uie  case.    But  as  soon  as  the 

ginal  note  is  correct.    But  if  the  element  of  adultery,  actual  or  in^ 

element  of  adultery,  though  ap-  tended,  enters  into  the  case,  the 

parently  deemed  immaterial  by  the  presumption  of  agency  is  rebutted* 

jury,  was  considered  essential  by  and  the  taking  by  A.  becomes  a 

the  Court,  the  marginal  note  should  trespass,  which  if  felonious  is  a 

be  as  follows : — "  A.,  who  was  then  larceny ;  and  the  wife  would  be  a 

living,   or   intending  to   live   in  co-trespasser,  and  criminaUy  liable 

adultery  with  the  wife  of  B.,  assists  too,  were  it  not  for  the  legal  theory 

her  in  taking  the  goods  of  B.,  [&c.  which  identifies  her  with  her  bus- 

&c.  as  above].  band,  and  so  prevents  a  taking 

This  would  seem  to  be  the  more  of  his  goods  by  her  from  being 

correct  view  of  the  case,  inasmuch  larceny. 
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1850.      chiefs,  the  property  of  Thomas  Edgerton.     The  evi- 
Thompson'b  d^oce  shewed   that  the  prisoner,  who  worked  and 

<^Me-  lodged  at  the  house  of  the  prosecutOFi  went  away  on 
the  4th  of  January^  1848,  with  the  prosecutor's  wife. 
That  they  went  to  Birmingham^  where  they  lived 
together  as  man  and  wife  for  more  than  a  year.  That 
they  took  with  them  from  the  prosecutor's  house,  a 
box  belonging  to  the  prisoner,  containing  the  wife's 
wearing  apparel,  and  also  a  coffee  pot,  and  two  can- 
dlesticks, the  property  of  the  prosecutor.  The  wife 
of  the  prosecutpr  was  examined,  and  gave  very  con- 
tradictory evidence  as  to  what  passed  at  the  time  of 
leaving  the  prosecutor's  house.  She  stated,  however, 
as  part  of  her  evidence,  that  the  prisoner  assisted  in 
placing  the  things  in  the  box,  and  in  removing  the 
box  from  the  cellar  to  the  cart  in  which  it  was  taken 
away.  It  appeared  further,  that  on  the  parties  ar- 
riving at  Birmingham^  the  box  was  opened,  and  the 
prisoner  saw  its  contents.  That  the  coffee  pot  and 
candlesticks  were  used  by  them  in  their  house  at  Btr- 
minghamj  and  that  these  articles  were  afterwards  sold 
by  the  prosecutor's  wife.  That  the  prisoner  there 
pledged  some  articles  of  the  wearing  apparel,  and 
applied  the  money  for  his  own  purposes. 

The  Chairman,  in  summing  up,  directed  the  jury 
to  find  the  prisoner  guilty,  if  they  came  to  the  one  or 
the  other  of  the  following  conclusions — either,  that 
the  prisoner  going  away  with  the  prosecutor's  wife  for 
the  purpose  of  an  adulterous  intercourse,  was  engaged 
jointly  with  her  in  taking  the  goods.  Or,  secondly, 
that  not  being  a  party  to  the  original  taking  or  re- 
moval, the  prisoner,  after  arriving  at  Birmingham^ 
appropriated  any  part  of  the  goods  to  his  own  use. 
The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty;  adding,  that  they 
did  so  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  joint  taking  by 
the  prisoner  and  the  prosecutor's  wife.    The  counsel 
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(or  the  prisoner  applied  to  the  Court  to  reserve  the       1850. 
question,  and  the  cases  of  Reg.  v.  Clarke  1  Moody's,   Thomson's 
C.  C.  R.  376,  note  (a),  and  Reg.  v.  Rosenberg,  1  C.        Case. 
&  K.  233,  were  cited.     The  Court  accordingly  re- 
quested the  opinion  of  the  Judges  on  the  question, 
whether  the  case  was  properly  left  to  the  jury,  and 
the  conviction  good. 

On  the  27th  April,  1850,  this  case  was  considered 
by  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal,  consisting  of  Lord 
Campbell  C.  J.,  Parke  B.,  Alderson  B.,  Cresswell 
J.,  Erlb  J.,  who  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that 
the  conviction  was  right. 


REGINA  V.  THOMAS  SIMPSON  JONES.  1850. 


John  Thomas  Simpson  Jones  was  indicted  in  January,  i-  Obtaining 

money  bv 

1850,  at  the  Middlesex  sessions,  for  obtaining  by  false  means  of 
pretences,  a  Post   Office  order,  for  the  payment  of  roe*nt8*o?ie 

three  pounds  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  John  Col'  name  and  cir- 

lingridge,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  him  of  the  of  thepri- 

same,  and  in  other  counts,  for  obtaining  a  five  pound  J^°®'J^  * 

bank  note,  and  two  pieces  of  paper,  to  wit,  two  halves  letter,  is  an 

of  a  five  pound  bank  note,  of  the  value  of  one  shilling,  money  by 

of  the  goods,  chattels,  and  monies  of  the  said  John  ^*  P'®" , 

Collingridge,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  him  stat  7  &  s 

thereof.  Jta'*"'"' 

It  was  proved  in  evidence  that  the  prosecutor  re-      ^-  ^^® 

jr  •      -mM*  •  money  so 

Bided  at  Sunbury,  in  Middlesex,  having  a  house  also  obtained 
in  Bath,  but  that  at  the  time  of  his  receiving  the  letter  ^I^Miner  in 
hereinafter  first  mentioned,  he  was  at  his  house  at  county  B., 

bat  has  been 
transmitted 
to  him  in  a  letter,  posted  at  his  request  in  county  A.,  he  is  triable  in  A. 
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185Q.  Sunhury^  and  the  prisoner  at  VaaxhaU  Road^  in  the 
JoNBs'f  ^™^  county ;  and  with  respect  to  the  first  charge,  that 
the  prisoner  wrote  at  his  residence  the  letter,,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy,  with  intent  to  defrand  the 
prosecutor,  and  assuming  a  name  to  which  he  had  no 
right,  viz.f  that  of  Dr.  Scott,  subscribed  to  the  letter. 

Graoesend,  July  80th,  1849. 
"  Sir, 
**  Permit  me  to  address  you  in  a  case  of  charity,  at 
the  earnest  entreaty  of  James  Brewer,  a  young  man, 
whom  you  have  been  very  kind  to  upon  several  occa- 
sions, and  some  months  ago  you  gave  him  1/.  3^,  to 
take  him  to  Leamington — he  was  ordered  here  for  the 
benefit  of  sea-bathing,  but  the  air  being  too  keen  for 
his  delicate  frame,  he  has  been  advised  to  endeavour 
to  gain  admission  to  the  Consumption  Hospital,  Bromp- 
ton,  near  London ;  he  is  in  very  distressed  circum- 
stances, and  has  no  means  of  paying  the  fees  of  that 
institution,  and  is  also  indebted  here  to  his  landlady, 
for  board,  &c.  Your  kindness  to  him  before,  inducsB 
him  to  hope  that  you  might  once  more,  and  for  the 
last  time,  render  him  some  little  assistance,  to  enable 
him  to  make  up  fifty  shillings,  all  that  he  is  deficient 
of.  I  have  taken  more  than  usual  interest  in  his  case, 
having  given  him  some  linen,  and  1/.  10^.  in  cash, 
which  is  as  much  as  my  limited  means  will  admit  me 
to  do.  The  sad  intelligence  of  a  death  in  my  family 
obliges  me  to  leave  home  in  a  few  hours  for  Scotland, 
and  will  be  absent  some  weeks,  therefore  you  will  be 
pleased  to  return  an  answer  to  the  poor  youth  himself, 
along  with  the  enclosure,  which  is  of  importance  to 
him — addressed  James  Brewei*,  Post  Office,  Gravesend, 
Kent,  to  be  left  till  called  for ;  and  I  have  instructed 
Miss  Scott,  my  sister,  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  for 
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him, — tnistiDg  the  motive  which  actuates  me,  com-      1850. 
plying  with  the  request  will  be  deemed  an  apology.      ~j^^^[^i^ 

^^  I  am,  Sir,  your  obedient  servant,  Case. 

**Jno,  H.Scott,  M-D." 
*^  To  John  CoUmgridge^  Esq., 

"  Bathr 

The  prisoner  delivered  the  same  to  an  accomplice,  at  his 
residence  in  Middlesex^  with  instructions  to  put  it  in  the 
Post  Office  at  Gravesendj  to  be  there  posted  ;  that  the 
same  was  posted  accordingly,  and  duly  received  by 
the  prosecutor  in  Middlesex^  it  having  been  forwarded 
from  Bathf  in  the  county  of  Somersety  to  him  at  Sun- 
hurt/ ;  and  he  thereupon  believing  the  story  told  in 
the  said  letter  to  be  true,  and  that  it  had  been  written 
by  a  Dr.  Scott,  obtained  a  Post  Office  order  at  iS>icii- 
burjf  for  the  sum  of  8/.  as  laid  in  the  indictment  in 
favour  of  James  Brewer,  and  having  enclosed  the  same 
in  a  sealed  envelope  addressed  James  Brewer,  Post 
Office  Oravesend  Kent,  put  it  into  the  Sunburtf  Post 
Office,  where  it  was  transmitted  by  course  of  post  to 
Gravesend,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  and  there  received 
by  the  accomplice  (under  the  prisoner's  instructions), 
who  got  the  money  for  the  order,  and  gave  half  the 
proceeds  to  the  prisoner  at  his  residence  in  VauxhaU 
Road,  keeping  the  other  half  himself.  The  pretences 
were  each  and  every  of  them  false  to  the  prisoner's  know- 
ledge, and  the  letter  was  written  with  intent  to  cheat  and 
defraud  the  prosecutor  and  obtain  money  from  him, 
and  the  name  of  Scott  was  assumed  for  that  purpose. 

With  respect  to  the  second  charge  it  was  proved  that 
the  prisoner  wrote  and  posted  the  following  letter  from 
Bath. 

''  Bath,  August  10th,  1849. 

Sir, 
It  is  a  most  unusual  thing  for  me  to  address  an  in- 


u 
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1850.  dividual  to  whom  I  am  an  entire  stranger ;  but  circum- 
jQjj^g.g  stances  over  which  I  have  had  no  control  almost  compel 
Cato*  me  to  make  my  present  situation  known,  and  having 
received  this  morning  a  note  from  Dr.  Harrison^  who 
was  an  early  friend  of  my  late  father,  the  Rev.  W.  C. 
CoUinridgey  of  Newcastle^  intimating  that  a  namesake 
of  mine  was  residing  at  Bath^  and  under  an  impression 
(as  our  name  is  by  no  means  common),  I  have  ventured 
to  address  you  thinking  you  might  spring  from  the 
Northumberland  family  of  the  CoUinridge* $.  I  know 
of  no  relations  in  the  world  living  bearing  my  name 
except  an  only  brother  now  living  in  Hexham^  and 
several  sisters  married,  who  of  course,  do  not  take  the 
name  now.  I  have  been  bred  to  mercantile  pursuits 
of  commerce,  and  for  many  years  resided  at  Cape  St. 
Mary'sj  river  Gambia^  western  coast  of  Africaj  when 
I  lost  in  one  night,  by  the  upsetting  of  a  shallop  or 
small  decked  vessel  at  the  mouth  of  the  river  Num^ 
the  entire  saving  of  many  years  of  industrious,  bat 
labourious  toil,  amounting  to  2,750/.,  in  one  of  the 
most  unhealthy  climates  in  the  world ;  and  what  is  wone 
than  the  mere  loss  of  wealth,  the  burning  heat  of  the 
torrid  zone  has  so  injured  my  constitution  that  at  the 
early  age  of  thirty-four,  I  have  been  compelled  to  re- 
linquish a  good  situation  which  required  some  activity. 
Since  my  return  to  England  I  have  for  some  time  past 
been  endeavouring  to  obtain  a  situation  in  some  of  the 
milder  West  India  islands,  Madeira^  or  the  south  of 
Europe^  with  a  view  of  re-establishing  my  health  ,*  bot 
all  endeavours  have  proved  unavailing, — the  medical 
profession  have  recommeuded  me  to  try  the  benefit  of 
the  Bath  waters,  but  I  am  sorry  to  say  I  have  found  no 
benefit, — my  funds  are  almost,  nay,  I  may  say,  wholly 
expended,  and  I  have  not  one  single  friend  here  to 
whom  I  may  appeal  to  in  confidence.  Upon  beginning 
to  write  this  it  was  my  intention  to  have  asked  you  to 


CROWN  CASES  RESERVED.  655 

advance  me  a  small  sum  as  a  loan, — that  is,  if  you  had  1850. 
any  knowledge  of  our  family  in  the  north  ;  but  I  will  jonbb's 
refrain  from  asking  that  favour,  for  if  you  oblige  me  ^*®®' 
with  a  loan,  I  have  no  prospect  in  the  world  of  repay- 
ing it  at  present ;  and  if  it  is  in  your  power  to  assist 
a  ruined  merchant  in  ill-health  I  will  feel  truly  grate- 
ful. It  must  be  as  a  gift,  for  from  the  tenor  of  my 
brother's  letter  it  appears  his  means  are  limited,  and 
I  have  no  prospect  there  except  casual  assistance. 
Read  his  letter,  and  you  will  see  his  position  and  mine. 
He  sent  me  5Z.  in  June^  and  having  an  aged  mother  to 
maintain,  and  a  large  family,  upon  his  small  practice, 
being  by  profession,  a  surgeon,  I  really  cannot  summon 
resolution  to  apply  to  him  at  least  for  a  time.  The 
enclosed  letter  you  will  be  pleased  to  return  to  me,  as 
also  the  note  which  you  will  perceive  is  signed  by  the 
Archbishop  of  York^  (signed  Ebor)^  I  presume  the 
Latin  name  for  that  city  ;  and  as  I  am  invited  to  spend 
a  day  with  a  family  in  Chippenham^  some  twelve  miles 
distant,  you  will  be  pleased  to  return  them  to  me  there, 
addressed  as  below. 

I  am  a  poor  one,  Mr.  Collinridge^  to  press  for  a  favour. 
I  have  always  through  life  been  placed  above  it,  and 
my  distresses  are  not  the  less,  or  the  privations  which 
I  have  undergone,  and  now  silently  undergoing,  are  not 
the  less  keen  because  I  do  not  enlarge  upon  them ;  but 
as  I  have  addressed  you  in  confidence,  I  will  here  state 
that  if  you  can  render  me  any  pecuniary  assistance, 
without  injury  to  those  who  may  have  strong  claims 
upon  you  and  equally  necessitous,  I  will  be  for  ever 
grateful  for  the  least  aid.  An  early  answer  will  oblige  ; 
and  I  may  here  mention  it  was  your  domestic  in 
Pulteney  Street^  who  gave  me  your  address,  having 
called  this  morning  in  the  hope  of  seeing  you  per- 
sonally.     Wishing   you.   Sir,    a  long  enjoyment  of 

VOL.    I.  Q    Q 
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1850.       peace  and  tranquillity,  I  remain,  Sir,  year  obedient 

Joke..      »^'^^°^' 

Cmc.  **  John  Henry  Collinridgb." 

"  Address,  Mr,  J.  H.  CoUmrrdge,  (to  be  called  for) 
late  from  Africa^  the  Post  Office,  Clopptrnksm, 
Wiltsr 
•*  To  John  Collinridge,  Esq,,  (of  J5a<A),  Stmbmry  Fitti, 
Sunhury,  Middlesex,!.  H.  C^ 

It  was  proved  that  the  above  was  duly  received  at  jSm- 
hury  by  the  prosecutor,  who  thereupon  believing  its 
contents  to  be  true,  and  that  it  was  written  by  a  person 
bearing  the  name  of  John  Henry  CoHmridge,  enclosed 
one-half  of  a  5/.  note  in  a  letter  addressed,  Mr.J.H.  Col- 
linrif/ge^  (to  be  called  for)  late  from  Africa,  Post  Office, 
Chippenham,  Wilts,  and  forwarded  it  by  post  from 
Sunbury,  to  Chippenham,  in  the  county  of  Wilts,  where 
it  was  received  by  the  prisoner,  who  thereupon  requested 
the  prosecutor,  by  letter,  to  forward  the  second  half  of 
the  note  by  post  to  his  residence  \n  Middlesex,  and  which 
the  prosecutor,  who  was  then  still  at  Sunbury  and  wrote 
from  thence,  accordingly  did,  and  the  prisoner  received 
it  there,  and  by  letter  duly  acknowledged  the  receipt 
of  such  half  note  there.  The  letter  was  written  by  the 
prisoner  himself  with  intent  to  defraud  the  prosecutor 
of  his  money,  and  he  knew  the  contents  to  be  false, 
assuming  for  the  purpose  of  such  fraud  the  name  of 
John  Henry  Collinridge,  to  which  he  was  not  and  never 
had  been  entitled. 

Three  points  were  taken  by  the  prisoner's  counsel 
as  to  both  charges. 

First.  That  neither  of  them  were  offences  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute.  That  the  Post  Office  order 
and  the  51.  were  mere  voluntary  gifts,  and  that  the 
statute  did  not  apply  to  voluntary  charitable  gifts. 

Second.     As  to  the  first  charge,  that  the  same,  if 
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triable  any  where,  was  only  triable  in  the  county  in       1850. 
which  the  Post  Office  order  was  received;  and  that     Jones's 
it  was  received  in  the  county  of  Kent.  ^*^- 

Third.  As  to  the  second  charge.  That  one-half 
of  the  bank  note  having  been  received  in  Wiltshire , 
and  the  other  half  in  Middlesex^  the  bank  note  was 
not  received  in  Middlesex ;  and  that  with  respect  to 
the  charge  of  obtaining  two  pieces  of  paper,  to  wit, 
two  halves  of  a  Bank  of  England  note,  value  one 
shilling,  the  same  constituted  no  offence,  because  the 
halves  were,  of  themselves  and. as  distinct  from  each 
other,  valueless. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty. 

The  learned  Chairman,  Mr.  Serjeant  Adams,  re- 
seri'ed  the  above  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges. 

On  27th  April,  1850,  this  case  was  argued  before 
Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  Parke  B.,  Alderson  B., 
Cresswell  J.,  Erle  J. 

Phinny  for  the  prosecution. 

First,  A  beggiug  letter  containing  a  false  tale  is  a 
false  pretence,  within  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29, 
8.  53.  The  first  statute  on  this  subject,  33  Hen.  8,. 
c.  1,  expressly  mentions  counterfeit  letters;  the 
second,  30  Geo.  2,  c.  24,  merely  speaks  of  *'  false 
pretence  or  pretences."  Both  these  are  repealed  by 
Stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  27  ;  and  the  law  is  now  regu- 
lated by  Stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s,  53,  which  speaks 
only  of  '*  any  false  pretence."  So  that  it  would  seem 
that  any  chattel,  money,  &c.  obtained  by  any  false 
pretence,  is  within  the  statute.  (See  M.  v.  Young, 
3  T.  R.  102,  per  Lord  Kenyon).  It  was  suggested 
at  the  trial,  that  a  false  pretence,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act,  must  purport  to  relate  to  some  contract 
which  would  benefit  the  party  deceived.  R.  v.  Crossley, 
2  M.  &  R.  17,  was  cited. 

Q  Q  2 
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1850.  Cresswell  J. — ^The  question  there  was  rather  one 

jQj^gg»g  of  fact  for  the  jury,  whether  the  money  was  obtained 
Case.  by  the  false  pretence,  or  by  the  fraudulent  promise  to 
repay  it. 

Phinn.  It  was  also  suggested  that  as  the  Vagrant 
Act,  5  Geo.  4,  c.  83,  s.  4,  made  this  a  substantive 
offence,  it  could  only  be  dealt  with  summarily. 

Parke  B. — ^The  offence  there  is  a  different  one, 
viz.j  **  going  about  as  a  collector  of  alms,  &c."  But 
that  statute  would  not  prevent  the  party  from  being 
proceeded  against  under  the  then  existing  statutes, 
which  already  made  the  offence  a  misdemeanor. 

Secondly.    The  case  was  rightly  tried  in  Middlesex. 

Alderson  B.  cited  R.  v.  Buttery^  referred  to  by 
Abbott  C.  J.,  in  R.  v.  Burdett,  4  B.  &  A.  179,  (not 
reported  elsewhere),  to  shew  that  the  offence  consists 
in  obtaining  the  money;  and  observed,  that  here, 
when  the  party  solicited  put  the  letter  containing  the 
Post  Office  order  into  the  post  at  Sunbury  in  Middle- 
sex^  the  Post  Master  became  the  agent  of  the  prisoner, 
and  the  latter  must  thus  be  taken  to  have  received 
it  in  Middlesex. 

Phinn.  The  difficulty,  if  any,  is  entirely  removed 
by  Stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  12,  which  enacts,  that  "if 
any  felony  or  misdemeanor  shall  be  begun  in  one 
county,  and  completed  in  another,  such  felony  or 
misdemeanor  may  be  dealt  with,  inquired  of,  tried, 
determined,  and  punished  in  any  of  the  said  counties, 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  actually  and 
wholly  committed  therein. 

Alderson  B. — It  would  have  been  good  indepen- 
dently of  the  statute. 

Lord  Campbell. — The  Court  are  unanimously  of 
opinion  that  the  conviction  was  right. 
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(SPUING  ASSIZES,  1850). 
REGINA  V.  WILLIAM  WOOLLEY.  ^850. 


The   prisoner   was  tried  and  convicted  before  Pat-  lf-4.frau- 
TESON  J.,  at  the  Spring  assizes  at  Stafford^  on  an  pmeiiteas 
indictment  which  charged  in  the  Ist  Count,  —That  J^^.^^"^"^ 
he  was  secretary  to  the  Earl  of  Uxhridge  Lodge  o/*  which  is  not 
Odd  Fellows  at  Bur ton-upon- Trent.     That  Joseph  h,g  fact," and 
Buxton  was  a  member,  and  indebted  thereto  in  two  ^  ^®*' ,,  , 

money*  that 

shillings  and  twopence.     That  defendant  falsely  pre-  is  a  false  pre- 
tended to  Buxton  that  the  sum  of  thirteen  shillings  the^gJt! 
and  ninepence  was  due  from  him  to  the  lodge,  and  ^^^^'^* 

C.    «»7y    S*    OO* 

thereby  obtained  from  him  one  sovereign,  one  half-  iTierefore, 
sovereign,  three  crowns,  four  half-crowns,  eleven  ^ecretar/of 
shillings,  twenty-three  sixpences,  one  hundred  and  ?°?^]?^**^" 
thirty-nine  pence,  and  two  hundred  and  seventy-eight  told  a  mem- 
halfpence  of  the  monies  of  Buxton^  with  intent  to  cheat  ^wed  the 
and  defraud  him,  and  whereas,  &c.  lodj(ei3*.9rf.» 

2nd  Count.    Alleged  the  obtaining  of  same  monies,  obtained 
omitting  the  sovereign  and  half-sovereign.  thaTsun^ 

3rd  Count.     Falsely  pretending  to  Joseph  Buxton^  fraudulently* 
that  thirteen  shillings  and  ninepence  would  be  due  member  only 
and  owing  on  28th  November^  from  him  to  a  certain  Jg^J'^gi^* 
society  called    The  Earl  ofUxbridge  Lodge  of  Odd  to  be  rightly 
Fellows,  and  obtaining  thirteen  shillings  and  nine-  obtaining  ° 
pence.  ??"^y  °°^^ 

*■  ...       false  prc- 

4th  Count.     Obtaining  thirteen  shillings  and  six-  tences. 

pence. 

5th  Count.     Unlawfully  demanding,  having,  and 
receiving,  thirteen  shillings  and  ninepence. 
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1850.  It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  Joseph  Buxton  was  a 

WooLLEY'g  ni^niber  of  the  lodge, — that  his  contribution  was  niue- 

Caw.  pence  per  fortnight ;  that  the  prisoner  was  permanent 
secretary  of  the  lodge  with  a  salary ;  that  it  was  his 
duty  to  receive  money  from  the  members  in  lodge 
hours,  but  he  had  no  authority  to  receive  any  out  of 
the  lodge;  that  on  the  17th  November ^  prisoner  himself 
brought  and  tendered  to  Buxton  out  of  the  lodge  a 
writing  or  summons  iu  the  words  following: — 

Earl  ofUxhridge  Lodge^ 
Burton-on-  Trent  ^ 
Sir  and  Br.  (Brother),         November  14M,  1848. 
I  hereby  give  you  notice,  that  you  owe  to  your 
lodge  for  contributions,  &c.,  the  sum  of  13^.  9d.  due 
on  the  20th  inst. 

Yours  respectfully, 
To  Mr.  Joseph  Buxton.  William  Woolley. 

The  20th  November  was  the  next  lodge  night  after 
the  14th.  Prisoner  said,  I  have  brought  you  a  summons 
for  the  money  you  owe  the  lodge.  Buxton  opened 
the  paper  and  said.  Do  I  owe  that  amount,  thirteen 
shillings  and  ninepence?  Prisoner  said,  You  do. 
Buxton  said,  It  is  not  very  long  since  I  paid  a  sum  at 
the  lodge  to  you.  Prisoner  said.  That  is  what  you 
owe.  Buxton  said.  Very  well,  and  paid  him  fourteen 
shillings,  and  received  threepence  in  change,  but 
Buxton  could  not  recollect  in  what  coin  he  paid  except 
that  there  were  half-crowns.  Buxton  had  never  paid 
money  out  of  the  lodge  before, — he  never  paid  any 
more,  nor  went  to  the  lodge  afterwards.  Prisoner 
wrote  on  the  paper,  *'  November  17th,  1848,  Received 
135.  9rf.  on  this  account.      William  Woolley. ^^ 

It  appeared  by  the  lx)oks  of  the  lodge  in  prisoner's 
writing,   that  Buxton  had   paid  three  shillings  and 
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linepence  on  the  23rd  of  October  at  the  lodge,  and       1850. 
hat  on  November  20th,  two  sums  of  ninepence  and  a  woollby's 
ubscription  of  eightpence  were  due  from  him.     The        Case. 
)risoner  accounted    to    the    treasurer  on   the  20th 
Vovember^  and  paid  him  four  pounds  eleven  shillings 
md  one  penny,  but  no  sum  of  thirteen  shillings  and 
linepence  from  Buxton.    There  was  no  entry  on  20th 
November  of  any  fine  inflicted  on  Buxton^  but  there 
was  an  entry  in  prisoner's  writing  of  a  fine  of  onet 
shilling  on  him  on  the  4th  of  December.     Fines  are 
entered  at  the  time  they  are  inflicted.     On    22nd 
October^  1849,  there  is  an  entry  against  Buxton's 
name,  •*  21^.  lOrf.  *  expelled.'  " 

Vatighan^  for  the  prisoner  objected, 

First.  That  here  was  no  false  pretence  within  the 
Stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29.  s.  53,  that  the  fact  of  what 
was  due,  was  as  much  within  the  knowledge  oi Buxton 
as  of  the  prisoner.  That  it  was  no  more  a  false  pre- 
tence than  if  a  creditor  should  say,  you  owe  me  5Z., 
when  the  debt  was  only  2/.,  and  so  obtain  5Z.  (See 
R.  V.  WitchelU  2  East,  P.  C.  830;  R.  v,  Johnston, 
2  Moody,  254 ;  R.  v.  Ball,  Car.  &  Marsh.  249  ; 
R.  V.  Reed,  7  C.  &  P.  848). 

Secondly.  That  if  there  be  any  false  pretence,  it  is 
the  paper  or  summons  which  therefore  ought  to  be 
set  forth  in  the  indictment.  (See  Starkie  on  Crim. 
Pleading,  p.  97). 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  contended  that  the  false 
pretence  was  the  ora]  assertion  of  the  prisoner,  who, 
himself,  brought  the  paper  signed  by  himself,  that 
the  money  was  due.  {Hamilton  v.  Reg.  in  Error, 
9  Q.  B.  271). 

The  learned  Judge  requested  the  opinion  of  the 
Court,  whether  the  conviction  could  be  sustained  upon 
all  or  any  of  the  counts  of  the  indictment. 

The  same  prisoner  was  also  convicted  on  an  indict- 
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1850.      ment,  charging  him  with  obtaining  a  sovereign  from 
Woollb"^  TFi/Ziam  Buxton^  by  false  pretences,  with  intent  to 
Case.       defraud  him. 

The  indictment  was  in  a  similar  form  to  the  pre- 
ceding one.  William  Buxton  was  a  member  of  the 
lodge,  and  contributed  ninepence  per  fortnight.  He 
had  been  residing  at  Manchester^  and  paid  through 
his  mother,  who  resided  at  Burton-on-Trent.  It  ap- 
peared by  the  prisoner's  books,  that  payment  of  one 
shilling  and  sixpence  was  made  on  account  of  WilUam 
Buxton^  on  the  23rd  ApriljlSi9j  so  that  three  shillings 
would  be  due  on  18th  June^  and  there  was  an  entry  by 
the  prisoner  of  payment  by  Buxton  of  three  shillings 
on  the  18th  June.  On  the  15th  June^  Buxton  re- 
turned to  Burton^  and  on  the  18th  went  to  the  lodge, 
it  being  a  lodge  night.  When  he  was  outside  the  door 
he  saw  the  prisoner  inside,  who  told  him  he  could 
not  be  admitted  till  he  was  clear.  Buxton  asked  what 
was  due.  The  prisoner  said  thirteen  shillings  and 
fivepence.  Buxton  gave  him  a  sovereign,  and  was 
then  admitted.  The  prisoner  went  to  his  desk  and 
entered  thirteen  shillings  and  fivepence  on  Buxton's 
card,  but  he  paid  over  to  the  treasurer  five  shillings 
only  as  received  from  Buxton^  which  was  the  sum 
really  due.  The  same  objections  were  made  also  in 
this  case  so  far  as  they  were  applicable. 

On  27th  April,  1850,  this  case  was  argued  before 
Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  Parke  B.,  Alderson  B., 
Cresswell  J.,  Erle  J. 

Vaughan  for  the  prisoner. 

First.  There  is  here  no  false  pretence  within  mean- 
ing of  Stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  53.  The  decisions 
shew  that  false  pretences,  legally  speaking,  mean 
either  a  false  representation  of  the  situation  in  life  of 
some  party,  or  a  false  statement  as  to  some  other 
circumstances  relating  to  them,  or  a  false  use  of  the 
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name  of  a  third  party  ;  and  by  some  one  or  other  of      1850. 
these   means  operating  on   the   mind  of  the  party  yf^^Y'B 
cheated.  Case. 

Huddhston^  for  the  Crown,  suggested,  that  as  the 
second  indictment  did  not  raise  some  of  the  points 
which  arose  on  the  first  indictment,  it  might  be  con* 
venient  first  to  argue  the  questions  raised  on  the 
second. 

Parke  B. — But  the  prisoner  has  a  right  to  our 
judgment  on  both  indictments. 

Vaughan  cited  R.  v.  Barnard^  7  C.  &  P.  784 ; 
R  V.  Douglas,  1  Camb.  212 ;  R.  v  Wickham,  10 
Ad.  &  E.  34 ;  Hamilton  v.  Reg.,  9  Q.  B.  271 ;  R.  v. 
Young,  3  T.  R.  98  ;  R.  v.  Caiman,  1  Leach,  339, 
innotis;  /?.  v.  Freeth,  R.  &  R.  127.  In  all  those 
cases  it  appears,  that  money  had  been  obtained  by  a 
false  representation  of  a  fact,  of  which  the  party 
cheated  could  not  possibly  have  been  cognizant,  and 
the  truth  of  which  he  had  no  means  of  ascertaining. 

Lord  Campbell. — What  is  your  definition  of  a  false 
pretence,  which  would  exclude  this  case?  Do  you 
mean,  that  it  must  be  a  representation  of  some  fact, 
the  truth  of  which  cannot  be  ascertained? 

Vaughan.  The  words  of  the  statute  would  not 
exclude  a  representation  as  to  some  future  fact;  yet 
that  has  been  held  not  to  be  a  false  pretence  within 
the  act. 

Lord  Campbell. — That  is,  because  the  party  ad- 
dressed has  an  opportunity  of  exercising  his  judgment 
on  the  probability  of  its  happening. 

Alderson  B. — If  a  man  represents  as  an  existing 
fact  that  which  is  not  an  existing  fact,  and  so  gets  your 
money,  that  is  a  false  pretence :  for  instance,  that  a 
certain  church  had  been  built,  and  that  there  was  a 
debt  still  due  for  the  building,  when  there  was  no 
debt  due,  that  would  be  a  false  pretence ;   yet  the 
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1850.       matter  might  easily  be  inquired  into  and  ascertained. 

Woollby'8  ^^  ^^^^  *^^  common  case.     The  prisoner  says,  '*  I  am 

Case.       sent  by  Mrs.  T.  for  a  pair  of  shoes."     Is  not  that  a 

false  pretence  ?  yet  inquiry  can  be  made,  and  after 

the  thing  has  happened,  usually  is  made,  and  the 

falsehood  detected. 

Vaughan.     Mrs.  T.  might  live  five  miles  off. 

i^LDERSON  B. — Or  she  might  be  a  next  door  neigh- 
bour. But  false  pretence  or  no,  cannot  depend  on 
mileage. 

Lord  Campbell. — It  seems  that  the  Legislature 
meant  to  prevent  such  gross  frauds  as  .may  easily  be 
perpetrated,  though  an  inquiry  might  easily  be  made. 
Suppose  a  tax- gatherer  demands  money  for  taxes 
alleged  to  be  due,  you  inquire,  and  find  that  the 
persons  through  whom  you  usually  make  such  pay- 
ments have  not  paid  it,  and  you  accordingly  pay  it, 
though  in  reality  nothing  be  due,  would  not  that  be  a 
false  representation  ? 

Parke  B.  referred  to  2  Greaves*  Russell^  289, 
note  (^),  and  to  the  observations  of  Lord  Denman  ia 
R.  V.  Wkkham,  10  Ad.  &  E.  34,  and  said  that  Mr. 
Greaves*  view  seemed  to  be  correct. 

Erle  J. — It  was  once  thought  that  the  law  was  only 
for  the  protection  of  the  strong  and  prudent.  That 
notion  has  ceased  to  prevail  (a). 

Alderson  B. — The  old  law  about  a  false  token  was 
a  much  more  stringent  rule.  Why  should  we  not  hold 
that  a  mere  lie  about  an  existing  fact  told  for  a  frau- 
dulent purpose  should  be  a  false  pretence. 

Vaughan.  If  A.  tells  B.  that  he  owes  him  5/.,  and 
B.^  though  really  owing  him  nothing,  pays  him  5/. 
Is  that  a  false  pretence  ? 

Lord  Campbell. — If  a  tradesman  knowing  that  a 

(a)  For  illustrations  of  this  notion,      R.  v.  WUhn,  Ibid.  2,  558;  H.  T* 
see  JR.  V.  Gribbltt  1  Leach,  275 ;      Soutkertany  6  East,  140. 
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omer  owes  him  nothing  whatever,  says  that  he       1850. 

s  him  51.  and  gets  the  money,  I  think  he  comes  woolley's 

lin  the  statute.  Case. 

LDERSON  B. — In  R.  V.  Villeneuve,  2  East  P.  C. 

,  the  false  pretence  was  a  bare  lie. 

^aughan.     A  third  person's  name  was  falsely  intro- 

ed. 

LDERSON  B. — What  difference  can  that  make? 
ord  Campbell. — I  entirely  agree  with  the  obser- 
3ns  of  Lord  Denman  in  E.  v.  Wickhanij  10  Ad.  & 
i4,  and  think  this  case  clearlv  within  the  statute, 
he  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 


;GINA  v.    SODAICK   FADERMAN,    SAUL        1850. 
LAURIO,  and  BERNARD  GORDON.  

>  case  came  on  to  be  tried  before  V.  Williams  J.,  This  Conrt 
le  Central  Criminal  Courts  on  the  8th  day  of  Fe-  dfction,^'^'' 

;ry,  1850.  either  from 

•^      ,  ,       ,  Stat.  II  &  13 

he  prisoners  were  indicted  under  the  stat.  1 1  Oeo.  4  Vict.  c.  78, 
1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  19,  by  which  it  was  made  a  aoiS^c^to '"^ 
ly  to   engrave,  &c.,  (without  authority)  on  any  r«^ewa 
;,  or  any  wood,  stone,  or  other  material,  any  bill  given  against 
(change,  promissory  note,  undertaking  or  order  on^" general 
he  payment  of  money,  or  any  part  of  any  bill  of  demun-er  to 
lange,  &c.,  of  any  foreign  prince  or  state,  or  know-  ment  bv  the 
f  to  have  in  possession  any  plate,  &c.,  so  engraved,  whom'the^"* 
utter  or  knowingly  have  in  possession  any  paper  prisoner  took 

nis  inai* 

a  judgment  can  only  be  reviewed  on  a  writ  of  error. 

d,  by  Alderson  B.,  Cresswell  J.,  and  V.  Williams  J.,  at  the  Central 
nal  Court,  that  on  general  demurrer  to  an  indictment,  under  stat.  1 1  Oeo.  4  & 
.  4,  c.  66,  8.  19,  (felony)  judgment  for  the  Crown  must  be  final. 
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1850.       on  which  any  part  of  such  foreign  bill,  &c.y  shall  be 

PAD.RMAK.  ™ade  or  printed. 

Laubio,  and       The  counsel  for  the  prisoners  demurred  to  the  in- 
case,      dictment,  and  the  demurrer  having  been  argued,  the 
learned  Judge  gave  judgment  for  the  Crown ;   but 
reserved  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  indict- 
ment for  the  consideration  of  this  Court  (a). 

On  27th  Aprils  1850,  this  case  was  argued  before 
LordCAMPBELLC.J.,  Parke  B.,  Alderson  B.,Crbss- 
WELL  J.,  Erle  J. 

Huddleston^  for  the  prisoner  i^acfennan;  Parry,  for 
Liaurio ;  Metcalfe^  for  Gordon. 

The  Attorney  General^  Clarkson,  Ballantine  and 
Clerk f  for  the  Crown. 

Huddleston  proposed  to  argue  the  demurrer;  bat 
Lord  Campbell  intimated  that  tiiis  Court  had  no 
power  under  stat.  11  &  12  Vict,  c.  78,  to  review  a 
judgment  given  on  demurrer. 

Huddleston^  submitted  that,  in  point  of  fact,  only 
nominal  judgment  had  been  given  on  the  demurrer, 
and  the  point  reserved  with  a  view  of  determining 
what  the  judgment  was  to  be. 

Lord  Campbell. — If  judgment  has  not  been  given, 
we  have  nothing  to  consider,  for  we  only  sit  here  to 
consider  something  which  has  been  decided,  not  to 
give  advice  prior  to  a  decision  by  some  other  tribunal. 
If  judgment  has  been  given,  we  have  no  power  to 
review  it.     You  must  go  to  a  Court  of  Error. 

Parke  B. — At  present  you  can  only  argue  the 
preliminary  question,  whether  this  Court  can  review 
this  judgment  or  no  {b). 

(a)  A  copy  of   the  indictment  trial  he  had  given  judgment  for 

accompanied  the  statement  of  the  the  Crown,  and  had  reserved  die 

case ;  but  as  no    question   arose  question  for  this  Court,  after  sng- 

upon  it  before  this  Court,  it  became  gesting  that   there  was  a  doabt 

needless  to  insert  it.  whether  this  Court  could  ente^ 

{b)  V.  Williams  J.  had  come  uin  it. 
into  Court,  and  stated,  that  at  the 
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Huddleston  referred  to  the  Mannings*  case  ;  but  the       1850. 
Attorney  (Genera/ said,  that  although  the  point  there   fadkrman, 
raised  iiiie:ht  have  been  taken  by  demurrer,  it  was  not  Laurio,  and 

,        ^  ./  '  Gordon  8 

so  taken  owing  to  the  doubt  felt  by  the  counsel  on        Case. 
both  sides  as  to  the  power  of  this  Court  to  review  a 
judgment  on  demurrer.     It  was,  therefore,  purposely 
raised  in  such  a  manner  as  to  obviate  the  difficulty 
which  exists  in  the  present  case  (a). 

Lord  Campbell. — As  the  counsel  for  the  prisoners 
seem  to  think  that  the  prisoners  have  been  in  some 
^*^y  aggrieved,  and  the  record  is  not  yet  made  up, 
might  not  the  demurrer  be  withdrawn,  and  the 
prisoners  plead  over,  and  be  tried  at  the  next  sitting 
of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  ? 

The  Attorney  Generalh-dd  no  objection  to  this  course, 
but  the  counsel  for  the  prisoners  declined  to  adopt 
it;  and  prayed  to  be  heard  on  the  question  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court  to  review  the  judgment, 
and,  in  the  event  of  an  adverse  decision,  they  asked  to 
be  replaced  in  the  position  in  which  they  had  originally 
been  in  the  Court  below. 

Lord  Campbell  refused  to  permit  this ;  and  directed 
the  counsel  to  argue  the  question  of  jurisdiction. 

Huddleston.  By  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  1, 
any  question  of  law  may  be  reserved  for  this  Court 
"which  shall  have  arisen  on  the  trial."  The  trial 
commences  as  soon  as  the  prisoner  is  called  on  to 
plead. 

Parke  B. — Properly,  there  is  no  trial  till  issue  is 
joined. 

Cresswell  J. — Is  a  prisoner  tried  who  pleads 
guilty  ? 

Huddleston.  Where  it  is  the  condition  of  a  recogni- 
zance of  bail,  that  the  prisoner  shall  surrender  and  take 

(a)  See  a  report  of  the  proceedings  at  the  trial,  supra,  p.  491*  In 
4  Coxy  C.  C  p.  31,  the  question  is  said  to  have  been  raised  on  demurrer. 
This  seems  not  to  have  been  so. 
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1 850.      his  trial,  the  bail  are  usually  considered  to  be  discharged 

Fadirmai7  °^  ^^^^  °^  ^^^  prisoner  has  surrendered  and  pleaded. 
Laubio.  and  In  R.  v.  Martin,  2  C.  &  K.  956,  Rolfb  B.  said,  that 

Gordon  8 

Case.  "  the  word  *  trial'  in  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  8.  2, 
ought  to  have  a  very  h'beral  construction,  and  I  thiok 
it  applies  to  any  proceeding  in  the  Court  below/' 

Lord  Campbell  referred  to  the  words  in  the  second 
section,  ^^  ought  not  to  have  been  convicted/'  Can  a 
party  be  said  to  have  been  convicted  when  judgment 
is  given  against  him  on  demurrer?  A  conviction 
seems  to  be  a  condition  precedent  to  a  judgment  in 
this  Court  in  all  cases.  Power  is  expressly  given  to 
this  Court  with  regard  to  arrest  of  judgment.  Have 
we  any  right  to  assume  it  by  implication  in  case  of  a 
judgment  on  demurrer  ? 

Huddleston.  Suppose  judgment  for  the  Crown  on 
a  demurrer,  and  the  prisoner  tried  again  for  the  same 
offence,  he  might  plead  autrefois  convict ;  this  seems 
to  shew  that  there  may  be  a  conviction  on  a  demurrer. 

Alderson  B. — You  say  the  trial  begins  with  the 
^  arraignment :  how  then  do  you  explain  the  question 

which  is  put  to  the  prisoner  after  arraignment- 
How  will  you  be  tried  f  At  what  point  in  the  pro- 
ceedings did  the  trial  by  battle  begin  ?  Trial  is  a  very 
technical  word. 

Parke  B. — ''Convicted"  in  the  statute  means 
"  convicted  on  the  trial ;"  the  context  shews  that. 
It  is  clear,  that  in  case  of  a  judgment  of  respondeat 
ouster  on  demurrer,  the  prisoner  could  not  be  heard  in 
this  Court,  for  there  would  be  no  conviction.  The  words 
"  to  make  such  other  order  as  justice  may  require" 
do  not  assist  you ;  they  only  enable  this  Court  to  order 
a  party  to  be  let  out  on  bail,  or  to  do  any  other  thing 
of  the  like  kind  which  justice  may  seem  to  demand. 

Parry  and  Metcalfe  followed  on  the  same  side.  The 
latter  contended,  that  the  words  ''  finally  determine 
the  said  question"  did  not  take  away  the  writ  of  error. 
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The  Attorney  General  was  not  called  upon.  1850. 

Lord  Campbell. — We  all  think  that  this  Court  has 


Faobrman, 

no  jurisdiction   to  entertain  this  question.     We  are  Laurio,  and 

asked  to  review  a  judgment  for  the  Crown  given  on       c^ge. 

demurrer,  and   to  reverse  it  if  we  think  it  wrong. 

The  only  power  we  have  is  derived  from  the  statute 

11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78.  That  act  gives  us  no  such  power. 

The  word  **  convicted"  there  used,  means  convicted 

by  a  verdict.  Trial  means  trial  before  a  jury.  We  have 

no  power  in  case  of  a  judgment  on  demurrer.     It 

would  be  dangerous  if  we  had  ;  for  as  it  is  clear  that 

no  writ  of  error  lies  from  our  judgment,  we  should, 

by  hearing  this  case,  be  depriving  the  prisoner  of  a 

right  which  he  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to.     It  is 

true,  that  we  should,  in  the  present  instance,  do  so  at 

the  request  of  his  own  counsel ;  but  if  we  acceded  to 

a  request  from  the  prisoner  in  one  case,  we  might  be 

called  upon  to  do  so  on  behalf  of  the  Crown  in  another, 

and  so  to  deprive  the  prisoner  of  his  right  to  a  writ  of 

error.     Before  this  Court  was  constituted,  the  fifteen 

Judges  could  only  give  an  opinion,  and  if  that  opinion 

were  in  favour  of  the  prisoner,  they  recommended 

the  Crown  to  pardon.     That  mode  of  proceeding  was 

objectionable,  because  it  might  happen,  that  a  person 

would  stand  in   the  situation   of  a  pardoned  felon, 

who  in  reality  ought  never  to  have  been  adjudged 

to  be  a  felon  at  all.     Powers  were,  therefore,  given  to 

this  Court  to  obviate  such  mischief;  but  all  those 

powers  are  limited  by  the  express  provisions  of  this 

act,  which  do  not  include  the  present  case. 

PROCEEDINGS  ON  THE  DEMURRER. 

On  8th  May^  1850,  the  demurrer,  (on  which  judg- 
ment had  been  given  on  the  previous  occasion  without 
argument),  was  argued  by  arrangement,  before  Al- 
DERSON  B.,  Cresswell  J.,  and  V.  Williams  J.    Two 
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1850.  points  were  raised  on  behalf  of  the  prisoners.  Fint, 
Faderman^  ^®  *^  ^^^  sufficiency  of  the  indictment.  Second,  as 
IM.UBIO,  and  to  the  judgment  to  be  given  in  case  of  the  demurrer 
Cafe.  being  overruled.  On  9th  il/ay,  1850,  it  was  held  by 
the  three  learned  Judges,  after  consideration,  that  as 
to  the  first  point,  the  demurrer  must  be  overruled, 
inasmuch,  as  some  of  the  counts  in  the  indict- 
ment were  clearly  good,  and  one  good  count  would 
be  enough  to  authorize  a  conviction  and  judgment 
As  to  the  second,  the  question  being  whether  in  the 
case  of  a  judgment  for  the  Crown  on  a  general 
demurrer,  the  prisoners  were  to  be  allowed  to  plead 
over,  or  whether  final  judgment  should  be  given  for 
the  Crown,  as  in  the  case  of  a  conviction  ;  it  was  held, 
that  the  judgment  must  be  final ;  inasmuch,  as  by  a 
general  demurrer,  the  prisoner  confesses  all  the  ma- 
terial facts  charged  against  him  in  the  indictment, 
though  in  the  case  of  a  demurrer,  of  a  special  nature, 
which  is  usually  called  a  demurrer  in  abatement^  it 
might  be  otherwise.  And  they  intimated,  that  the 
various  dicta  which  appeared  in  the  books,  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  above  ruling  were  probably  to  be  accounted 
for  by  the  above  distinction  not  having  been  suffi- 
ciently attended  to  (a). 

(a)  Sentence    of   transportation  Judges.    Fui^^uprd^p.  293,  note (s). 

was   accordingly    passed   on    the  The  Editor  is  indebted  for  the 

prisoners.    This  decision  overrules  above  account  of  the  proceedings 

R,  V.  Duffy,  {Ireland),  4  Cox,  C.  C.  on  the  demurrer  to  the  kindoeis 

24,  and  various  dicta  of  English  of  Mr.  Baron  Alderson. 
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REGINA  V.  CHARLES  JOHN  ADEY.  1850. 


At  the  last  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  ^•^?*^" 

held  in  and  for  the  borough  and  city  of  New  Sarum,  overseers  of 

before  John  David  Chambers,   Recorder,  on  Mon-  ie^iiT^ 

day,  the  31  st  day  of  December,  1849,  Charles  John  rate,  caUed 

Adey  was  charged  on  the  three  following  counts  of  an  owned  the 

indictment  preferred  against  him,  viz. : —  SilsS^k^Se 

1st  Count.    For  that  he  the  said  Charles  John  Adey,  rate-book, 

on  the  15th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1849,  by  C,  ms 

at  that  part  of  the  parish  of  Fisherton  Angar,  lying  jemMde^d  ^ 

within  the  borough  of  New  Sarum,  being  employed  as  of  B.  the 

servant  to  Henry  James  Bracher  and  Robert  Fuicher,  the  poor's 
did  by  virtue  of  his  said  employment  then  and  there  ?^  **??  ^^'^ 
and  whilst  he  was  so  employed  as  aforesaid,  receive  mues.   JB., 

and  take  into  his  possession  certain  money,  to  wit,  tiLe\abft  df 

the  sum  of  five  shillings  and  one  penny  halfpenny,  for  P*^°?  ^r 

and  in  the  name  and  on  the  account  of  the  said  Henry  iiaid  the 

James  Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher,  his  masters  as  pri^ner*" 

aforesaid,  and  the  said  money  then  and  there  fraudu-  ^^®  ^}?  * 

■^  receipt  for 

lently  and  feloniously  did  embezzle,  and  that  the  said  it,  signed  by 
Charles  John  Adey  then  and  there  in  manner  and  coUwtor** 
form  aforesaid,  the  said  money  the  property  of  the  said  '1?®  prisoner 

•'.**''  afterwards 

Henry  James  Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher^  his  said  entered  the 
masters  from  the  said  Henry  James  Bracher  and  Ro-  TeTtl^b^k 
bert  Futcher,   feloniously  did  steal  and  carry  away  opposite  to 

g»  ,  .  J  J    ^Ijg  name  of 

against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  b.  as  "un- 
collected," 

on  the 
l^und  of  it  having  been  "  legally  excused,"  which  was  not  the  fact ;  and  he  never  ac- 
coonted  for  such  amount  to  the  overseers. 
HMf  1 .  Guilty  of  embezzlement. 

2.  Averment,  that  the  prisoner  was  employed  by  the  overseers  sufficient,  without 
mentioning  the  churchwardens. 

3.  The  rate  when  collected  is  well  laid  as  the  property  of  the  overseers. 

VOL.  I.  R   R 
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1850.      provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen, 

Adky*8     ^^^  crown  and  dignity. 

Case.  2nd  Count.     And  that  the  said  Charles  John  Adey^ 

afterwards,  and  within  six  calendar  months  from  the 
time  of  the  committing  of  the  said  offence  in  the  1st 
Count  of  this  indictment  charged,  to  wit,  on  the  29th 
day  of  Juncj  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  that  part  of  the 
parish  aforesaid,  being  then  and  there  employed  as 
servant  to  the  said  Henry  James  Bracher  and  Mohert 
Futcher^  did  by  virtue  of  such  last-mentioned  employ- 
ment, and  whilst  he  was  so  employed  as  last  aforesaid, 
receive  and  take  into  his  possession  certain  other  money, 
to  wit,  the  sum  of  four  shillings  and  two  pence  half- 
penny,for  and  in  the  name,  and  on  the  account  of  the 
said  Henry  James  Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher^  his  said 
masters,  and  the  said  last-mentioned  money  then  and 
there  within  six  calendar  months  from  the  time  of 
committing  the  said  offence  in  the  1st  Count  charged, 
fraudulently  and  feloniously  did  embezzle,  and  the  said 
Charles  John  Adey  then  and  there  in  manner  and 
form  as  in  the  2nd  Count  charged  the  said  money  last- 
aforesaid,  the  property  of  the  said  Henry  James  Bra- 
cher and  Robert  Futcher^  his  said  masters,  from  the 
said  Henry  James  Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher^  felo- 
niously did  steal,  take  and  carry  away  against  the  form 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown 
and  dignity. 

3rd 'Count.  And  that  the  said  Charles  John  Adey, 
afterwards,  and  within  six  calendar  months  from  the 
time  of  committing  the  said  offence  in  the  said  1st 
Count  charged,  to  wit,  on  the  13th  day  of  October^ 
in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  that  part  of  the  parish  afore- 
said, being  employed  as  servant  to  the  said  Henry 
James  Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher^  his  said  masterst 
did  by  virtue  of  such  last-mentioned  employment  then 
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and  there,  and  whilst  he  was  so  employed  as  last  afore-  1850. 
said,  receive  and  take  into  his  possession  certain  other  adey's 
money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  two  shillings  and  tenpence,  ^^** 
for  and  in  the  name  and  on  the  account  of  the  said 
Henry  James  Brdcher  and  Robert  Futcher^  his  said 
masters,  and  the  said  last-mentioned  money  then  and 
there  within  six  calendar  months  from  the  time  of 
committing  the  said  offence,  in  the  said  1st  Count 
charged,  fraudulently  and  feloniously  did  embezzle, 
and  that  the  said  Charles  John  Adey  then  and  there 
and  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  3rd  Count 
charged,  the  said  last-mentioned  money,  the  property 
of  the  said  Henry  James  Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher^ 
his  said  masters  from  the  said  Henry  James  Bracher 
and  Robert  Futcher^  feloniously  did  steal,  take  and 
carry  away  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

To  this  indictment  the  said  Charles  John  Adey^ 
pleaded  Not  Guilty,  and  upon  the  trial  of  the  same, 
it  was  proved  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  that  the 
said  Henry  James  Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher^  the 
prosecutors,  were  the  two  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
said  parish  of  Fisherton  Angar^  and  previously  to  the 
month  of  May^  1849,  had  appointed  and  employed 
the  prisoner,  Charles  John  Adey^  to  collect  the  poor's 
rate  of  the  said  parish,  in  their  place  and  stead  at  a 
salary.  It  was  also  proved  that  there  were  two  other 
persons  churchwardens  of  the  said  parish.  Two  rates 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  (one  made  the  10th  of  May, 
1849,  and  the  other  the  12th  of  July,  1849),  were  also 
produced  and  proved,  which  rates  so  far  as  relates  to 
the  matters  and  items  charged  in  the  said  indictment, 
were  respectively  according  to  the  copies  hereto  an- 
nexed marked  A,  B.  and  C,  the  entries  therein  made 

R  R  2 
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1850.       by  the  said  Charles  John  Adey  being  written  in  red 
Adey'8^    '^^^  ^  distinguish  the  same  (a). 

^^«-  It  was  further  proved  that  on  the  15th  of  May, 

1849,  the  said  Charles  John  Adey  called  upon  James 
Peavey^  the  owner  of  the  premises.  No.  260,  on  the 
rate  of  the  10th  of  May,  1849,  ivhereof  Thomas 
^  Fawceity  appears  on  the  said  rate  as  occupier,  for 
which  premises  the  said  James  Peavey,  was  in  the 
habit  of  paying  the  poor  rate  on  behalf  of  his  tenants, 
and  demanded  of  the  said  James  Peavey,  the  sum  of 
five  shillings  and  one  penny  halfpenny,  as  the  sum 
then  due  under  the  said  rate  for  the  said  premises, 
No.  260 ;  and  received  the  said  amount  from  him,  and 
gave  to  the  said  James  Peavey,  a  receipt  for  the  same 
sum  as  for  so  much  poor  rate,  signed  by  himself  as 
such  collector  of  the  said  poor  rate,  but  that  the  said 
Charles  John  Adey^  did  not  enter  such  amount  so 
received  by  him,  in  the  appropriate  column  in  the 
said  rate-book,  under  the  head  '^amount  actually 
collected ;"  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  entered  sach 
amount  in  the  said  rate-book,  opposite  the  said  No. 
2l60,  and  the  name  *'  Thomas  Fawcett,  as  uncollected," 
under  the  head  *'  amount  legally  excused,"  the  fact 
being  that  such  amount  never  was  legally  excused. 
It  was  further  proved  that  the  said  Charles  John  Adey^ 
in  the  October  following,  delivered  an  account  to  the 
said  Henry  James  Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher^  which 
purported  to  be  an  account  of  all  the  sums  collected 
and  received  by  him,  as  such  collector  of  the  said 
respective  poor  rates  of  the  10th  of  May^  1849,  and 
12th  day  otJuly,  1849,  which  account  did  not  include 
the  said  sum  of  five  shillings  and  one  penny  halfpemiyi 
but  such  sum  of  five  shillings  and  one  penny  balf- 

(cr)  The  copies  of  the  rate  are  omitted,  as  no  question  turned  upon 
them. 
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penny  was  wholly  omitted  therefrom.     And  that  the       1850. 
said  Charles  John  Adey^  at  the  same  time  also  de-      ^^^^^'g 
Hvered  up  to  the  said  overseers  the  said  rate-book,       Case. 
with  such  entries  as  aforesaid,  written  therein  by  him, 
and  that  he  the  said  Charles  John  Adey  never  paid 
the  said  sum  of  five  shillings  and  one  penny  half- 
penny to  the  said  overseers  or  any  of  them,  but  ap- 
propriated the  same  to  his  own  use. 

It  was  also  proved,  that  on  the  29tb  day  of  June^ 
1849,  the  said  Charles  John  Adey^  called  upon  George 
Hopkins^  the  occupier  of  the  premises  No.  218,  in  the 
said  rate  of  the  10th  day  of  May,  1849,  but  whose 
name  is  omitted  from  the  column  of  occupiers  in  the 
said  rate,  and  demanded  from  the  said  George  Hopkins, 
the  sum  of  four  shillings  and  twopence  halfpenny, 
as  and  for  poor  rate  due  from  him  the  said  George 
Hopkins,  under  the  said  rate  of  the  10th  day  of  May, 
1849,  in  respect  of  the  said  premises  No.  218,  and 
that  the  said  Charles  John  Adey,  received  the  said 
amount  of  four  shillings  and  twopence  halfpenny  from 
the  said  George  Hopkins,  and  gave  to  the  said  George 
Hopkins,  a  receipt  signed  by  him  the  said  Charles  John 
Adeyy  as  such  collector  of  the  said  last  mentioned 
sums,  as  for  so  much  poor  rate,  but  that  the  said 
Charles  John  Adey,  did  not  enter  the  said  sum  of  four 
shillings  and  twopence  halfpenny  so  received  by  him 
in  the  appropriate  column  in  the  said  rate-book,  under 
the  head  ^'  amount  actually  collected ;"  but  on  the 
contrary  thereof,  entered  such  amount  in  the  said  rate- 
book, opposite  the  said  No.  218,  as  uncollected,  under 
the  head  '^  irrecoverable  at  balancing  this  book,"  and 
made  a  further  entry  in  the  said  rate-book,  opposite 
No.  218,  under  the  head  **causes,"  of  the  word  "  void." 
And  it  was  further  proved  that  such  account  so  as 
aforesaid,  rendered  to  the  said  Henry  James  Bracher 
and  Robert  Futcher,  by  the  said  Charles  John  Adey,  in 
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1850.  the  month  of  October^  1849,  did  not  include  the  said 
Xdby^  ^^^  ^^  ^^"^  shillings  and  twopence  halfpenny,  but  such 
Case.  sum  of  four  shillingsand  twopence  halfpenny  was  wholly 
omitted  therefrom,  and  that  the  said  Charles  John 
Adey,  at  the  same  time  last  mentioned,  delivered  up 
to  the  said  Henry  James  Bracher  and  Robert  FiUcher^ 
the  said  rate-book,  with  such  entries  as  aforesaid, 
written  therein  by  him,  and  that  he  the  said  Charles 
John  Adey^  never  paid  the  said  sum  of  four  shillings 
and  twopence  halfpenny  to  the  said  overseers  or  any 
of  them,  but  appropriated  the  same  to  his  own  use. 

It  was  also  proved,  that  on  the  13th  day  of  October^ 
1849,  the  said  Charles  John  Adey  accompanied  by  the 
said  Henry  James  Bracher  called  at  the  said  premises 
No.  21,8,  in  the  rate  of  the  12th  day  of  July,  1849, 
and  that  the  said  Charles  John  Adey  then  and  there 
demanded  o{  Mary  Ann  Hopkins^  the  wife  of  the  said 
George  Hopkins,  who  was  the  occupier  of  the  said 
premises  No.  218,  but  whose  name  is  omittedjjfrom  the 
column  of  occupiers  in  the  said  rate  of  the  12th  day  of 
July,  1849,  the  sura  of  two  shillings  and  tenpence  as  and 
for  poor  rate  due  from  the  said  George  Hopkins,  under 
the  said  rate  of  the  12th  day  of  July,  1849,  in  respect  of 
the  said  premises  No.  218,  and  that  the  said  Charles 
John  Adey  received  the  .said  sum  of  two  shillings  and 
tenpence  from  the  said  Mary  Ann  Hopkins^  and  gave  to 
her  for  the  said  George  Hopkins  a  receipt,  signed  by 
him  the  said  Charles  John  Adey,  as  such  collector  of 
the  poor  rate  for  the  said  sum  of  two  shillings  and 
tenpence  as  and  for  so  much  poor  rate,  but  that  the 
said  Charles  John  Adey  did  not  enter  the  said  sum  of 
two  shillings  and  tenpence  so  received  by  him  in  the 
appropriate  column  in  the  said  rate-book  of  the  said 
12th  day  of  July^  1849,  under  the  head  '*'  amount 
actually  received  ;"  but  on  the  contrary  thereof  entered 
such  amount  in  the  said  rate- book  of  the  12th  July, 
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1849,    opposite  the    said   No.    218   as   uncollected,      1850. 
under  the  head  "  irrecoverable  at  balancing  this  book,"  ""adey^ 
and  made  a  further  entry  in  the  said  rate-book,  oppo-       Case, 
site  the  said  No.  218  under  the  head  ^^  causes,"  of 
the  word  "  void."     And  it  was  further  proved   that 
the  account  so  as  aforesaid  rendered  to  the  said  Henry 
James  Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher  by  the  said  Charles 
John  Adey^  in  the  month  of  October^  1849,  did  not 
include  the  said  sura  of  two  shillings  and  tenpence,  but 
the  said  sum  of  two  shillings  and  tenpence  was  wholly 
omitted  therefrom,  and  that  the  said   Charles  John 
Adey  at  the  same  last  mentioned  time  delivered  up  to 
the  said  Henry  James  Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher 
the  rate-book  last  mentioned,  with  such  entries  as 
aforesaid  written  therein  by  him,  and  that  the  said 
Charles  John  Adey  never  paid  the  said  sum  of  two 
shillings  and  tenpence  to  the  said  overseers  or  any  of 
them,  but  appropriated  the  same  to  his  own  use. 

Upon  these  facts,  it  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the 
defence  by  the  counsel  for  the  said  prisoner, 

First.  That  the  said  Charles  John  Adey  was  not 
the  servant  of  the  prosecutors  (Messrs  Henry  James 
Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher)^  for  the  purpose  of 
receiving  the  money  as  in  the  2nd  and  3rd  Counts 
mentioned,  inasmuch  as  the  name  of  the  said  George 
Hopkins  not  being  in  the  said  rates,  he  was  not  bound 
to  pay  the  rates,  therefore  the  said  Charles  John  Adey 
had  no  right  to  demand  or  receive  the  same  from 
him. 

Secondly.  That  as  the  name  of  the  said  George 
Hopkins  was  not  inserted  in  the  said  rates,  the  said 
Charles  John  Adey  did  not,  nor  could  receive  and 
take  the  money  by  virtue  of  his  employment  as  servant 
for  and  in  the  name  of,  and  on  the  account  of  the  prose- 
cutors he  not  being  empowered  so  to  do,   the  said 
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1850.       Charles  John  Adey  on\y  having  an  authority  to  collect 
^jj^y,g     from  persons  whose  names  appeared  in  the  rate. 
Case.  Thirdly.    That  the  money  collected  was  not,  and 

could  not  be  the  property  of  the  said  Henry  Jomm 
Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher^  inasmuch,  as  they  them- 
selves could  not  collect  or  enforce  payment  of  the 
same  from  the  said  George  Hopkins^  his  name  not 
appearing  on  the  said  respective  rates,  and  therefore 
the  said  Charles  John  Adey  had  no  right  or  authority 
to  receive  it  on  their  account. 

Fourthly.  That  the  said  moneys,  as  laid  in  all  the 
Counts,  were  not  the  property  of  the  said  ^(enry  James 
Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher^  inasmuch  as  there  were 
churchwardens  as  well  as  overseers  otFishertan  Angatj 
and  that  if  the  money  belonged  to  the  overseers  at  all, 
it  was  the  joint  property  of,  and  belonged  to  the 
overseers  and  churchwardens,  and  ought  to  have  been 
laid  as  such  in  the  indictment,  and  not  as  the  property 
of  the  said  Henry  James  Bracher  and  Robert  Futcher^ 
(the  prosecutors),  alone,  and  therefore  that  the  moneys 
were  improperly  laid  in  the  three  Counts  respectively, 
and  consequently  the  indictment  was  bad. 

The  Recorder  overruled  all  these  objections,  and 
held  the  said  indictment  sufficient  in  law,  but  at  the 
request  of  the  counsel  for  the  defence,  reserved  the 
questions  of  law  for  the  considerations  of  this  Court, 
and  left  the  facts  to  the  jury,  who  found  a  verdict  of 
guilty  against  the  said  Charles  John  Adey,  upon  each 
and  all  of  the  said  three  Counts  of  the  said  indict- 
ment, with  a  strong  recommendation  to  mercy.  The 
Recorder  took  a  recognizance  of  bail  from  the 
prisoner  in  100/.  with  two  sufficient  sureties  in  50/. 
each,  conditioned  to  appear  at  the  next  general 
Quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  to  receive  judgment  on 
the  said  indictment. 
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This  case  was  argued  on  27th  Aprils  1850,  before  1850. 
Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  Parke  B.,  Alderson  B.,  ^dby's 
Cresswell  J.,  Erle  J.  ^*^- 

Amey  for  the  prisoner. 

First.  The  names  of  the  parties  from  whom  the 
rates  were  collected  should  have  appeared  on  the  rate- 
book. The  prisoner  was  only  employed  to  receive 
rates  from  persons  legally  liable  to  pay  them.  A  rate 
is  a  personal  tax  with  respect  to  the  occupation  of 
property.  (/Z.  v.  Crease^  11  Ad.  &  E.  677  ;  Crease  v. 
Sawle,  2  Q.  B.  862).  Therefore  it  is  not  correct  to 
assess  the  landlord  alone,  and  if  both  he  and  the  tenant 
were  assessed,  an  appeal  would  lie. 

Parke  B. — It  is  clear  that  he  had  authority  to 
receive  the  rates  from  the  landlord,  who  was  in  the 
habit  of  paying  them  for  his  tenant ;  therefore,  on 
that  Count  at  all  events,  the  conviction  is  free  from 
objection. 

Amey.  In  that  count  it  should  have  been  averred, 
that  the  prisoner  was  authorized  by  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers. 

Parke  B. — No,  the  churchwardens  have  nothing 
to  do  with  it.  The  overseers  take  upon  themselves  the 
duty  of  collecting  ;  they  employ  the  collector  as  their 
agent,  and  the  landlord  is  the  agent  of  the  tenant. 
The  overseers  are  the  parties  entitled  to  the  property. 

Amey.  As  soon  as. the  money  is  collected,  it  be- 
comes the  money  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers 
jointly. 

Lord  Campbell. — As  between  the  prisoner  and  the 
overseere,  the  money  is  the  property  of  the  overseers, 
whether  they  may  be  accountable  for  it  to  others  or  no. 
The  Court  are  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  con- 
viction is  good. 
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185a  THE  QUEEN  v.  WILLIAM  CASE. 


WUliam  Que  was  tried  before  W.  H.  Bodkin,  Esq., 
the  Recorder,  at  the  April  Quarter  sessions,  a.d.  1850, 
7^    for  the  borough  of  Dover,  for  an  assault  upon  Mary 
14  ftm  of     IwMpett. 

The  defendant  was  a  medical  practitioner,  and 
Mary  Iwnpett,  who  was  fourteen  years  old  was  placed 
under  his  professional  care  by  her  parents  in  conse- 
quence of  illness  arising  from  suppressed  menstruation. 
v^|>^  ^  The  defendant  gave  her  medicines,  and  on  the  occasion 
of  her  going  to  his  house  and  informing  him  she  was 
no  better,  he  observed,  "Then  I  must  try  further 
means  with  you/'  He  then  took  hold  of  her  and  laid 
i»  £7  JmT  her  down  in  his  surgery,  lifted  up  her  clothes,  and  had 
'Sai  Mfeck       carnal  connexion  with  her,  she  making  no  resistance, 


iir^ 


iii^lNr.  Skt 


•VtB^toMy 


«^^*^»^  believing,  as  she  stated,  that  she  was  submitting  to 
«ir«n«M«iat  meilical  treatment  for  the  ailment  under  which  she 


f«y#^ 


guUiy^n  The  defendant's  counsel,  in  his  address  to  the  jury 

oonteudod  Uiat  the  girl  was  a  consenting  party,  and 
therefore  that  the  charge  of  a^ault  could  not  be  sus- 
tained. 

The  Recorder  told  the  jury  that  the  girl  was  of  an 
age  to  consent  to  a  man  having  carnal  connexion  with 
her,  and  timt  if  they  thought  she  consented  to  such 
connexion  with  the  defendant  be  ought  to  be  acquitted; 
but  that  if  they  were  satisfied  she  was  ignorant  of  the 
nature  of  the  defendant's  act,  and  made  no  resistance, 
solely  from  a  bond  fide  belief  that  the  defendant  was 
\yk^  he  rt>presented)  treating  her  medically  with  a  view 
i\>  lior  cure,  his  conduct  in  point  of  law  amounted  to 
au  assault. 
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The  jury  found  the  defendant  guilty,  and  he  was       1850. 
sentenced  to   be   imprisoned   for  eighteen   calendar      casb^ 
months  in  the  borough  gaol.  ^*'*- 

The  Recorder  reserved  for  this  Court  the  question, 
whether  his  direction  to  the  jury  was  correct  in  point 
of  law. 

This  case  was  argued  on  1st  June^  1850,  before 
Wilde  C.  J.,  Alderson  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Coleridge 
J.,  Platt  B. 

Home^  for  the  prisoner,  contended^r«<,  that  on  the 
case  as  stated  the  jury  could  not  to  be  taken  to  have 
found  an  assault ;  because  they  were  directed  to  find 
him  guilty  if  they  thought  the  girl  made  no  resistance: 
that  no  resistance  was  equivalent  to  consent;  that 
where  there  was  consent  there  was  no  assault,  {Read*s 
case,  1  Den.  C.  C.  377).  That  it  was  clear  that  she 
consented  to  the  mechanical  act  of  connexion,  and 
therefore  the  prisoner  did  not  do  it  against  her 
will. 

Platt  B. — She  never  consented  to  the  pollution  of 
her  body. 

Home.  In  Mead's  case  it  was  found,  that  the  girl 
assented  in  fact,  though  from  her  tender  age  she  did  not 
know  what  she  was  about. 

Secondly.  If  she  did  not  consent,  then  it  was  a  rape ; 
for  there  can  be  no  distinction  in  principle  between  a 
dissent  which  makes  connexion  an  assault, and  a  dissent 
which  makes  it  a  rape  :  fraud  and  force  stand  on  the 
same  footing.  B.  v. Saunders^  8C.  &  P.265;  -R.v.TTi/- 
liams^  lb.  286,  require  re-consideration.  If  a  rape, 
then  the  misdemeanor  will  merge  in  the  felony,  and 
the  prisoner  must  be  acquitted  (a). 

(c)  This  doctrine  seems  to  be  extinct,  (see  R.  ▼.  Evdion  and  Othersy 
L.  J.  N.  S.  vol.  18,  Mag.  ca.  p.  19,  S.  C. ;  3  Coz,  C.  C.  329 ;  A.  v.  Neale^ 
Mpra,  36). 
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1850.  Barrow^  for  the  Crown,  was  not  called  upon. 

C^^jjfg  WiLDB  C.  J. — This  case  is  free  from  doubt.     The 

^•«-  finding  of  the  jury  is  clear.  They  are  told,  that  if 
they  think  she  consented  to  the  carnal  connexion,  they 
must  acquit;  that  the  girl  was  competent  to  consent; 
and  that  it  is  a  question  for  them  whether  she  did  so 
or  no.  This  is  said  to  be  qualified  by  what  follows,  rtz., 
that  if  they  thought  she  made  no  resistance  solely  from 
the  belief  that  the  prisoner  was  treating  her  medically, 
they  should  eonvict  of  an  assault.  I  do  not  see  that 
this  is  any  qualification  ;  it  is  a  strictly  correct  direc- 
tion. The  girl  is  fourteen  years  old.  She  might  at 
that  age  be  ignorant  of  the  nature  of  the  act,  morally 
as  well  as  physically,  and  of  its  possible  consequences. 
It  is  said  that  as  she  made  no  resistance  she  must  be 
viewed  as  a  consenting  party.  That  is  a  fallacy. 
Children  who  go  to  a  dentist  make  no  resistance ;  but 
they  are  not  consenting  parties.  The  prisoner  dis- 
armed her  by  fraud.  She  acquiesced  under  a  misre- 
presentation that  what  he  was  doing  was  with  a  view 
to  a  cure  and  that  only ;  whereas  it  was  done  solely  to 
gratify  the  passion  of  the  prisoner.  How  does  this  differ 
from  a  case  of  total  deception  ?  She  consented  to  one 
thing,  he  did  another  materially  different,  on  which 
she  had  been  prevented  by  his  fraud  from  exercising 
her  judgment  and  will.  The  cases  which  have  been 
referred  to  shew  that  where  consent  is  caused  by  fraud, 
the  act  is  at  least  an  assault ;  and  perhaps  amounts  to 
rape.  It  has  been  suggested  that  were  the  act  of  the 
prisoner  to  be  regarded  in  the  light  of  medical  treat- 
ment, it  would  be  no  ofience,  and  that  it  was  not  lefl 
to  the  jury  whether  the  prisoner  did  not  intend  it  as 
such.  That  certainly  was  not  left  to  them,  nor  need 
have  been.  The  notion  that  a  medical  man  might 
lawfully  adopt  such  a  mode  of  treatment  is  not  to  be 
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tolerated  in  a  Court  of  justice.     He  would  have  com-       1850. 
mitted  a  high  ecclesiastical  offence  at  all  events.  Caub's 

Alderson  B. — ^The  case  seems  quite  undistinguisb-       ^^^'^* 
able  from  those  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  if  a  man 
possesses  himself  of  a  woman's  person  by  fraud  it  is 
equivalent  to  force  :  the  objection  that  it  amounted  to 
rape  was  not  taken. 

Patteson  J. — The  argument  entirely  confounds 
active  consent  with  passive  non-resistance.  The  Re- 
corder distinguished  them,  and  charged  the  jury  quite 
correctly.  With  regard  to  indictments  under  stat.  9 
Geo.  4,  c.  31,  s.  17,  it  is  a  very  common  practice  to 
make  an  assault  form  a  part  of  the  charge  even  in  cases 
where  the  girl  was  known  to  have  consented.  It  is  a 
very  foolish  practice,  and  I  have  repeatedly  desired  it 
not  to  be  done.  The  statute  makes  the  offence  wholly 
independent  of  an  assault. 

CoLEuiDOE  J. — ^The  jury  have  found  that  the  pri- 
soner got  possession  of  the  girl's  person  by  fraud ;  so 
the  act  is  an  assault.  It  must  not  be  assumed  that  the 
case  would  be  different  even  had  they  found  that  the 
prisoner  intended  it  as  medical  treatment. 

Platt  B. — Her  non-resistance  was  caused  by  the 
prisoner's  fraud ;  he  is  therefore  criminally  liable. 
But  even  treat  it  asconsent,  she  consents  to  one  thing, 
he  does  another. 
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185a  THE  QUEEN  v.  CHARLES  HAWKINS. 


A  servant,  .  The  prisoner  was  indicted  at  the  adjourned  Spiphang 
goods  from  sessions,  A.  D.  1850,  held  for  the  borough  of  SaUash^ 
£•  Sw^  ^^  ^^^  county  of  Cornwall,  on  the  following  indict- 

accoonty  and    ment : — 

^T^t^M  **  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen,  on  their  oath, 
^ISjif'*''*  Pi'esent  that  Charles  Hawkins,  late  of  the  borough  of 
embezzle-  Saltosh,  in  the  county  of  Cornwall,  on  the  18th  day 
larceny.'*  ^  of  January  last,  in  the  thirteenth  year  of  the  reign  of 
our  Sovereign  Lady  Victoria,  at  the  borough  aforesaid, 
being  then  and  there  employed  in  the  capacity  of  a 
clerk  to  William  Dummer,  did  by  virtue  of  his  said 
employment,  then  and  there  whilst  he  was  so  em- 
ployed as  aforesaid,  receive  and  take  into  his  posses- 
sion certain  chattels,  to  wit,  one  handkerchief  of  the 
value  of  sixpence,  twenty  other  handkerchiefs  of  the 
value  of  ten  shillings,  one  shirt  of  the  value  of  two 
shillings,  one  pair  of  trousers  of  the  value  of  ten 
shillings,  for  and  in  the  name  and  on  the  account  of 
the  said  William  Dummer,  his  said  master,  and  the 
said  chattels  then  and  there  fraudulently  and  felo- 
niously did  embezzle,  and  so  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say  that  the  said  Carles 
.Hawkins,  then  and  there  in  manner  and  form  afore- 
said, the  said  chattels  the  property  of  the  said  WUKam 
Dummer,  his  said  master,  from  the  said  William  Dum- 
mer, feloniously  did  steal,  take  and  carry  away  against 
the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, and  against  the  peace  of  our  Sovereign  Lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

'*  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  afore- 
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said,  do  further  present  that  the  said  Charles  Hawkins^  185Q. 
afterwards  and  within  six  calendar  months  from  the  Hawkins's 
time  of  the  committing  of  the  said  offence  in  the  ^^"•®- 
£rst  Count  mentioned  in  this  indictment,  charged  and 
stated,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at 
the  borough  aforesaid,  being  then  and  there  employed 
in  the  capacity  of  a  clerk  of  the  said  William  Dummer^ 
did  by  virtue  of  such  last  mentioned  employment,  and 
then  and  there  within  the  said  six  calendar  months,  and 
whilst  he  was  last  employed  as  aforesaid,  receive  and 
take  into  his  possession  a  certain  large  sum  of  money,  to 
wit,  to  the  amount  of  ten  pounds,  for  and  in  the  name 
and  on  the  account  of  the  said  William  Dummer^  his 
said  master,  and  the  said  money  then  and  there  within 
the  said  six  calendar  months,  and  whilst  he  was  so 
employed  as  last  aforesaid,  fraudulently  and  feloniously 
did  embezzle,  and  so  the  jurors  aforesaid  on  their  oath 
aforesaid,  do  say  that  the  said  Charles  Hawkins  then 
and  there  in  manner  and  form  last  aforesaid,  the  said 
money  the  property  of  the  said  William  Dummer^  his 
said  master,  from  the  said  William  Dummer,  felo- 
niously did  steal,  take  and  carry  away  against  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
and  against  the  peace  of  our  Sovereign  Lady  the 
Qiieen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

^*  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present  that  the  said  Charles  Hawkins  at 
the  borough  aforesaid,  was  clerk  to  William  Dummer, 
and  that  the  said  Charles  Hawkins  afterwards  and 
whilst  he  was  such  clerk  to  the  said  William  Dummer 
as  aforesaid,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  with  force 
and  arms  at  the  borough  aforesaid,  one  silk  handker- 
chief of  the  value  of  sixpence,  twenty  other  handker^ 
chiefs  of  the  value  of  ten  shillings,  one  shirt  of  the 
value  of  two  shillings,  one  pair  of  trousers  of  the  value 
of  ten  shillings,  ten  pieces  of  the  current  gold  coin 
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1850.  of  the  realm,  called  sovereigns,  of  the  value  of  ten 
-  ^^,„g»g  pounds,  eighty  pieces  of  the  current  silver  coin  of  the 
Case.  realm,  called  half-crowns,  and  two  hundred  pieces  of 
the  current  silver  coin  of  the  realm,  called  shillings, 
of  and  belonging  to  the  said  William  Dummer^  his 
master,  then  and  there  being  found  in  the  poeaession 
and  power  of  the  said  WiUiam  Dumrner^  his  master, 
then  and  there  being,  feloniously  did  steal,  take  and 
carry  away  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  cor 
Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity/' 

At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  had  been 
a  clerk  of  the  prosecutor,  who  was  a  navy  and  army 
tailor,  living  at  Portsmouth^  and  it  was  part  of  his 
duty  to  go  on  board  ships  and  take  orders  for,  and 
sell  clothes  to  the  marine  artillery,  on  account  of 
his  master.  A  short  time  before  the  prosecution,  the 
prisoner  had  been  thus  employed  on  board  the  Terrible^ 
at  Portsmouth^  which  ship  being  ordered  round  to 
Plymouth^  the  prisoner  obtained  a  passage,  and  came 
round  in  her,  being  first  entrusted  by  his  master  with 
a  quantity  of  soldier's  clothes,  and  10/.  in  silver,  to 
enable  him  to  give  change  to  customers.  Whilst  at 
Plymouth^  he  wrote  to  his  master  the  letter  which  is 
annexed,  marked  (A),  that  he  could  do  business  with 
the  marines  of  the  ''  Oladiatory*  a  ship  lying  there, 
and  upon  this  received  a  further  supply  of  goods.  Not 
having  made  any  remittance,  and  having  staid  away 
much  longer  than  was  reasonable,  the  prosecutor 
became  uneasy,  and  sent  to  Plymouth^  when  it  was 
found  that  the  prisoner  had  entered  as  a  seaman  in 
the  Gladiator,  and  had  sailed  in  her  for  the  coast  of 
Africa.  Previous  to  the  vessel  sailing,  he  wrote  to 
his  master  the  letter  marked  (C),  saying  he  would 
get  all  his  accounts  made  up,  and  remit  the  money 
due  from   Madeira,  (through  Mr.  Steele^  the  lieu- 
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tenant  of  marines),  at  which   place   the  Gladiator       1850. 
was  likely  to  touch ;  but  it  appeared  at  the  trial,  by   Hawkins's 
the  evidence  of  Lieutenant  Steele^  that  he  had  never       ^^'^• 
mentioned  the  subject  to  him.      The  Gladiator  was 
driven  back  to  Plymouth  by  stress  of  weather,  on  the 
same  day  as  prosecutor's  assistant  arrived,  and  the 
prisoner  was  immediately  apprehended  ;  but  neither 
before  nor  at  the  time  was  he  asked  for  any  account, 
nor  did  it  appear  he  had  ever  refused  to  account, 
except  by  going  to  sea  as  above  stated,  which  it  was 
contended  for  the  prosecution,  amounted  to  a  refusal. 
There  was  no  evidence  to  shew,  that  the  prisoner  had 
received  any  money  from  any  persons  to  whom  he 
had  sold  the  goods  of  his  master,  except  the  paper 
annexed,  marked  (D),  which  was  found  in  his  pos- 
seftsion  ;  but  all  such  goods  as  he  had  been  supplied 
with  were  gone  except  a  few,  of  which  the  handker- 
chief and  other  articles  mentioned  in  the  indictment 
were  a  part,  and  these  goods  were  found  in  the  pri- 
soner's berth  on  board  the  Gladiator.     Upon  these 
facts,  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner, 
that  inasmuch  as  he  had  received  these  goods  from 
his  master,  and  not   from  any  other  person  on  his 
account,  and  also  had  not  refused  to  account,  he  could 
not  be  charged  with  an  embezzlement  of  them  under 
the  statute.     For  the  prosecution  it  was  contended, 
that  there  was  some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  as  to 
the   embezzlement   both   of  money  and  goods;   but 
beyond  all  question,  it  was  quite  clear,  that  the  jury 
must  find  the   prisoner  guilty  under  the  count  for 
simple  larceny.     These  questions  were  fully  argued 
before  the  Recorder,  W.  Symons^  Esq.,  summed  up, 
but  he  directed  the  jury,  that  inasmuch  as  there  was 
no  evidence  of  receipt  of  any  money  for  goods,  and  no 
demand  or  refusal  to  account,  the  jury  must  acquit 
he  prisoner  of  any  embezzlement  of  money,  and  did 

VOL.  I.  s  s 
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185Q.  not  make  any  comment  whatever  on  the  Count  for 
Hawkins's  81°^ p'^  larceny,  leaving  it  simply  to  the  jury  to  gay 
Cwe.  whether  there  was  or  was  not  any  embezzlement  of 
goods ;  and  upon  this,  after  being  locked  up  for  many 
hours,  the  jury  gave  a  verdict  of  guilty  on  the  first 
Count,  and  on  the  application  of  the  prisoner's  counsel, 
the  judgment  was  respited,  and  the  prisoner,  for  want 
of  sufficient  sureties,  was  committed. 

The  question  for  this  Court  was,  whether  the  pri- 
soner was  rightly  convicted. 

This  case  was  ai^ued  on  1st  June,  a.d.  1850,  before 
Wilde  C.  J.,  Alderson  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Coleridge 
J.,  Platt  B. 

Cox^  for  the  prisoner,  was  not  called  upon. 

Collier^  for  the  Crown,  was  asked  how  he  could 
support  the  conviction. 

Patteson  J. — How  can  there  be  an  embezzlement 
of  goods  received  from  the  master  ? 

Collier^  cited  R.  v.  Whiltingham^  2  Leach,  912;  S.C. 
2  Greaves'  Russell,  179,  where  it  was  said  by  the 
Court,  that  "  if  a  servant  received  money  either  from 
the  master^  or  from  a  third  person  on  the  master's 
account,  he  was  guilty  of  embezzlement."  Also  R. 
V.  Murray^  1  Moo.  C.  C.  276 ;  and  R.  v.  Masters^ 
1  Den.  C.  C.  332 ;  S.  C.  2  C.  &  K.  930,  which 
seemed  to  qualify  the  doctrine  there  laid  down. 

Alderson  B. — How  came  there  to  be  an  acquittal 
for  the  larceny  ? 

Collier.  The  Recorder  told  the  jury  that  there  was 
no  evidence  of  larceny. 

Wilde  C.  J. — It  seems  to  me  that  the  decisions  are 
all  one  way,  and  all  adverse  to  the  conviction.  Here 
the  goods  were  received  by  the  prisoner  direct  from 
the  master,  therefore  there  was  no  embezzlement 
The  dictum  in  R.  v.  Whittinghamj  2  Leach,  912,  must 
be  associated  with  some  facts  which  do  not  appear  in 
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the  report  of  the  case.     The  conviction  is  wrong  for  1850. 

embezzlement,    but    might   have   been    good   for    a  H^^^iNs'g 

larceny.  Case. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 


(A.) 

H.  M.  St.  Gladiator, 

Plymouth^  24th  January,  1850. 

Sir, 

Press  of  business  has  prevented  my  writing  before,  bat 

I  have  to  inform  you  that  the  '  Terrible*  was  paid  on  Tuesday 

se'night,  and  sailed  the  next  morning.     I  did  not  do  so  well  as  I 

expected  with  money  nor  goods,  but,  however,  Mr.  MeadwXL  see  all 

is  right.     The  goods  I  brought  for  Serjt.  Lewis  and  the  blue 

jackets'  goods  were  stowed  in  the  after  store  room  by  Sutton  for 

safety,  but  before  he  was  aware,  there  was  1000  bgs.  of  bread  for 

the  fleet  stowed  away  on  it,  which  rendered  it  impossible  to  extract 

them,  and  consequently  th^y  are  taken  out  to  Lisbon.     I  am  very 

much  vexed  about  it,  but  I  am  convinced  every  thing  is  safe  in  the 

charge  of  Sutton  and  Mr.  Mead,  but  I  could  have  sold  double  the 

quantity  of  goods.  Twill  frocks,  fine  blue  Trousers  for  Sailors,  if  I 

could  have  got  at  them.     Lieut.  Steele  has  given  an  order  for  the 

goods  on  the  list  of  measures  2  jac.  for  every  man,  and  2  Pr.  of 

Duck 
Trousers  for  the  men  that  have  measure  for  Duck  Trws.  in  the  list ; 

they  are  (the  Jacs.)  to  be  made  with  blue  Dingaree  Collars  and 

Collarg. 

cuffs  I  DiDgaree.  \  Duck.  /  Dingaree.  "|  the  small  artillery  buttons  for  all 

18  in  front,  6  in  the  wristbands  (no  loop)  worked  with  eyelid  holes, 

M>  as  to  take  out  for  washing,  2  eyelid  holes  as  pattern  in  the  collar 

for  small  grenades,  and  2  grenades  for  each  Jacket.  50  Duck  frocks 

same  as  Terrible,  40  cap  covers  for  the  men's  forage  caps  (White 

Twill)  same  as  the  Sailors'  frocks,  2  buttons  each,  same  shape  as 

Miss  Dyer  made  for  Serjt.  Lewis,  40  Ding^ee  bands  for  the  caps 

the  same  width  as  the  white  bands ;  they  must  be  here  by  next 

Wednesday  certain  as  they  sail  on  Thursday,     I  wish  you  to  send 

as  many  Twill  frocks  as  you  have,  and  some  fine  Blue  Trowsers  for 

Sailors,  some  L.  W.  Vests  and  Cott.  Dws.,  Bk.  Silk  Hgs.,  2  Doz. 

Scarlet  Collars  for  Jackets,  and  some  Red  Cord  for  Stripes  for  Tws. 

1000  Needles. 

s  s  2 
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1850*  I  am  in  great  haste  to  go  to  the  AreAusa  Frigate,  and  will  send 

you  all  particulars  to-morrow.    I  have  sent  a  pattern  jac  by  RaU, 

^  CMe*'**'*  they  are  to  be  about  5s.  6d.,  ought  not  to  cost  more  than  n/c  or  n/h 
Tws.  to  be  3#.  6d. 

Your  Obt,  Scrvt. 
Mr.  William  Dummer,  Chabl«8  Hawkiks. 

Landpori, 

(B.) 

Devanpart,  Jany^  1850. 

Sib, 

Please  send  with  the  Goods  for  the  Gladiator^  2  Duck 

Jacketo  as  Patterns  for  CorpL  Harris^  with  Stripes  on  them. 

48 
1  No.  3  do.  (long)  17^  Buck,  1  Pr.  Tws.  33^,  17^  at  I5s.    I  hope 

you  will  send  the  Groods  in  Ume  as  I  expect  the  advance  to  be  paid 

the  early  part  of  the  week.    I  have  been  on  board  the  **Areikusa*' 

Frigate,  and  have  the  order  to  fit  the  marines  up  with  every  tlung, 

therefore,  I  wish  to  know  the  price  of  the  Jackets,  and  if  you  have 

one  made  I  should  like  it  sent  with  the  Gladiaiof^i  goods,  as  it  is 

all  for  cash,  or  the  2  mo.  advance,  it  must  be  charged  so  low  as  yea 

can.     I  shall  take  every  man's  order  for  what  and  pack  it  separate 

with  each  name  on  it,  that  I  find  will  save  a  deal  of  trouble.  I  expect 

to  be  able  to  come  home  about  Thursday  or  Friday.    With  regard 

to  the  *'  Hants^  she  is  coming  to  Portsmouth  to  be  paid,  and  if  I 

am  not  home,  you  can  do  as  well  as  me,  but  Corpl.  FteseaU  Tws., 

Seijt.  Millard  Tws.  what  they  had  while  in  Barracks,  and  22s,  Sd, 

cash  to  Seijt.  Millard  must  be  charged  to  them. 

Your  obt.  Servt. 

Mr.  Wm,  Dummery  Chablks  Hawkibs. 


Landport, 


(C.) 

H.  M.  St.  GladuUory 


Sib, 


I  shall  get  all  my  a/cs  made  up,  and  Mr.  Steele  wMH  remit  you  the 
cash  I  have  collected  from  Madeira  in  about  a  week's  time,  as  we 
sail  for  the  Coast  o^  Africa  to-morrow,  9  a.  m.  via  Madeira  where  we 
shall  take  in  coals.  You  need  not  be  in  any  trouble,  for  I  will  use  my 
exertions  in  this  steamer,  and  with  the  fleet  generally  for  your  interest, 
but  to  remain  your  servant  after  what  passed  the  morning  after  my 
going  to  the  TerribUy  I  never  will  stay  with  any  master  after  being 
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told  to  go  about  my  business,  but  take  the  first  opportunity  of  doing 

so,  and  I  leave  your  employ  this  day ;  and  if  you  make  up  my  a/c  to 

this  date  and  forward  it  by  the  next  mail  I  shall  feel  obliged,  and 

any  information  you  wish  for  respecting  Barracks  I  will  give  you 

and  render  all  the  assistance  I  can.    Bomr.  May^  6  Co.  to  be  debted 

with  cash  7f .  6d.y  Seij.  Bowden^  7f .,  Bomr.  WelUy  2s.  6d.    I  shall 

send  a  statement  of  everything  with  the  cash  from  "  Madeira,**    I 

have  a  very  good  rate  on  board  and  no  doubt  shall  do  well  if  I 

have  my  health. 

I  am, 

Yours,  &c. 

Chauuss  Hawkins. 


1850. 

Hawkins's 
Case. 


(D.) 


Cr.   Terrible  ac/cs 

7  18 

10 

/ 

>9               9» 

» 

1  19 

0 

» 

3  13 

6 

99               M 

99 

0    3 

0 

13  14 

4 

Cash 

Casl 

[i  10    0 

0 

23  14 

4 

Dr.  Seijt.  Millard, 

£1     2 

6 

„    Bomr.  May 

» 

0    7 

6 

„    Serjt.  Bowden 

» 

0    7 

0 

„    Bomr. 

» 

0    2 

0 

„    SuUon,  5e,f  5s., 

2s.  6<i,  5s. 

0  17 

6 

„    3  Pr.  Scissors 

- 

«r 

0    3 

0 

„    Bottle  Ink 

- 

- 

0    0 

6 

„    2  Books 

- 

• 

0    3 

0 

„    Serjt.  Lems 

• 

- 

3  12 

6 

„    Set  Brushes 

- 

- 

0    2 

3 

„    9  TwiU  frocks 

* 

- 

1     0 

3 

„    Dingaree  for  Shoulders 

* 

0    2 

0 

„    20  days  Expenses,  Waterage, 

}   7  10 

0 

&c.,  at  7s.  ed. 

per  ^em 

15  10 

6 

23  14    4 
15  10    6 


7     3  10 
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,850  THE  QUEEN  v.  HENRY  COULSON,  and 
—  JOHN  RUSTING. 


I.  Fraada-  ^'^  ^^^  Epiphany  Quarter  sessions,  a.d.  1850,  at  Louthy 

jently  offer-  jn  the  coiinty  of  Lincoln^  Henry  Coulson  and  John 

note"  in  pay-  Rusting ^  were  tried  and  convicted  upon  the  following 

Se°pretence  indictment,  for  obtaining  money  and  goods  under  false 

that  it  18  a  pretences. 

England  "  Lincolnsh%re\1o  wit.     The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the 
fa^Mpro-  Lindsey,      j  Queen  upon  their  oath  present,  that 

tence  within  Henry  Coulson^  late  of  the  parish  of  Market  Rasen,  in 

Geo.  4,  c.  29,  the  parts  of  Lindsey^  in  the  county  of  Lincoln^  labourer, 

'  2^  Instru-  ^°^  John  Rusting^  late  of  the  same  place,  labourer,  on 

tnents  need  the  eighth  day  of  January y  in  the  thirteenth  year  of 

in  an  indict-  the  reign  of  our  Sovereign  Lady  Victoria^  at  the  parish 

"h°*'  "r^'  ^^  ^^^^^*  R^^^f  aforesaid,  in  the  parts  and  county 

material  for  aforesaid,  unlawfully  did  falsely  pretend  to  one  John 

lelihailhey  R^atlay,  thsit  a  certain  printed  paper,  then  and  there 

fall  within  produced  by  him,  the  said  Henry  Coulson^  and  by 

description,  him  oflPeved  and  given  to  the  said  John  Bratlay,  in 

the^case"^'  payment  for  certain  pigs,  before  then  agreed  to  be  sold 

where  a  false  bv  the  said  John  Bratlay,  to  the  said  Henry  Coulson^ 

pretence  18         ''  j        j       i-j  •  *    r      *u 

charged.  was  a  good  and  valid  promissory  note  tor  the  payment 
herWwas  ^^  ^^^  pounds,  by  means  of  which  said  false  pretence, 
not  necessary  the  Said  Henry  Coulson  and  John  Rusting^  did  then 
flash  note."  and  there  unlawfully  obtain  from  the  said  John  Br  at  lay  ^ 
five  pigs  of  the  value  of  three  pounds  seventeen  shil- 
lings and  sixpence,  one  piece  of  the  current  gold  coin 
of  the  realm,  called  a  sovereign,  of  the  value  of  twenty 
shillings,  one  piece  of  the  current  silver  coin  of  this 
realm,  called  a  half-crown,  of  the  value  of  two  shillings 
and  sixpence,  and  five  pieces  of  the  current  copper 


•( 
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coin  of  this  realm,  called  pennies,  of  the  value  of  five-       184^. 
pence,  of  the  monies,  goods  and  chattels,  of  the  said     coulhon 
John  Bratlay^  with  intent  then  and  there  to  cheat  and        ^^   , 
defraud  him  the  said  John  Bratlay^  offthe  same.        Cate. 
Whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said  printed  paper 
was  not  a  good  and  valid  promissory  note  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  of  five  pounds,  or  for  the  payment  o^ 
any  sum  whatever,  to  the  great  damage  and  deception 
of  the  said  John  Bratlay^  to  the  evil  example  of  all 
others  in  the  like  case  offending  against  the  form  of 
the  statute,  in   such   case  made  and  provided,  and 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her 
crown  and  dignity.'' 

It  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  prisoners  acted  in 
concert,  and  that  Coulson  offered  to  the  prosecutor  in 
payment  of  three  pounds  seventeen  shillings  and  six- 
pence for  certain  pigs,  agreed  to  be  sold  by  him  to  the 
prisoner  Coulson,  the  printed  paper  hereunto  annexed, 
which  is  commonly  called  a  flash  note,  and  contains 
the  words  and  figures  following,  disposed  and  arranged 
80  as  to  have  the  appearance  of  a  Bank  of  England 
note. 

"  £5.  Bank  of  Elegance.  No.  230.      Stamp,  No. 

I  promise  to  pay  on  Demand  the  sum  of  Five  Rounds  the  word 
if  I  do  not  sell  articles  cheaper  than  anybody  else  in  '^JJ^'JlJIJrdB 
the  whole  universe.  *'  the  sum 

^*  January  1st,  1850.         For  myself  and  Co. 
"  Five.  **  M.  Carroll. 

*'  56,  Allison  Street^  Birmingham.'' 

The  prosecutor  said  to  Coulson^  who  tendered  the 
note,  '*  I  think  it  is  not  a  good  one."  Rusting  took 
the  note  and  examined  it,  and  said,  **  It  is  a  five  pound 
Bank  of  England  note  and  will  go  anywhere."  Pro- 
secutor then  took  the  note  and  gave  Coulson  the 
change,  1/.  2«.  6<f.,  and  delivered  up  the  pigs,  which 
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1850.       he  assisted  the  prisoners  in  driving  part  of  the  way. 

C0UL8ON    ^^^  prosecutor  said  he  could  only  read  very  badly, 

and  ^     and  being  requested  in  Court  to  read  the  note^  said  he 

Gate.       could  not  «ad  it  at  all.    Sentence  was  respited,  but  the 

prisoners  being  qnable  to  procure  bail,  were  remanded 

to  custody. 

The  following  questions  were  reserved  for  the  opinion 
of  this  Court. 

1st.  Whether  the  act  of  putting  off  the  printed 
paper  in  question  as  a  five  pound  Bank  of  England 
note  in  payment  of  goods,  amounts  to  a  false  pretence 
within  the  statute  ? 

2nd.  Whether  the  printed  paper  should  have  been 
set  out  more  fully  in  the  indictment  ? 

This  case  was  argued  on  1st  June,  a.d.  1850,  before 
Wilde  C.  J.,  Alderson  B.,  Patteson  J.,  Coleridge 
J.,  Platt  B. 

Willmore,  for  the  prisoners. 

First.  The  indictment  contains  no  allegation  that 
the  pretence  was  false  to  the  knowledge  of  the  party 
making  it.  The  mere  falsity  in  fact  is  not  sufficient 
without  the  knowledge  of  that  falsity  by  the  party 
charged. 

Alderson  B. — If  this  indictment  be  sufficient,  the 
prosecutor  might  have  been  indicted  if  after  receiving 
the  note  as  the  price  of  the  pigs,  he  had  innocently 
passed  it  away  as  the  price  of  a  pony. 

Coleridge  J. — I  understood  the  first  question  to  be, 
was  such  a  pretence  as  this,  however  fraudulent,  withio 
the  statute. 

Willmore.  That  is  also  intended  to  be  raised  ;  and 
upon  that  point  I  submit  that  this  is  only  a  misdescrip- 
tion of  an  article,  which  carried  the  refutation  or  cor- 
rection of  such  misdescription  on  its  face.  It  was  not 
a  false  pretence. 

Wilde  C.  J. — The  misdescription   was  in  a  very 
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material  particular.     It  amounted  to  a  total  misstate-       1850. 
meut  of  the  nature  of  the  article  itself.     There  can  be     coulson 
no  doubt  that  it  was  a  false  pretence.  _  ^^^    . 

Willmore.     Second.    The  instrument  should  have       Case, 
been  set  out  in  the  indictment.     There  is  no  averment 
even  of  the  purport  of  the  paper.     Orders  for  delivery 
of  goods,  &c.,  are  always  set  out  at  length.     (/?.  v. 
Wickham,  10  Ad.  &  E.  34). 

Alderson  B. — It  is  not  necessary  to  set  out  instru- 
ments of  any  kind  in  an  indictment,  except  where  it  is 
material  for  the  Court  to  see  that  the  thing  described 
is  described  rightly.  But  here  the  charge  is  a  false 
pretence.  It  is  needless  to  set  out  instruments  which 
are  not  affected  in  any  way  by  the  terms  applied  to 
them  in  the  indictment. 

Willmore^  cited  R.  v.  Munoz^  2  Stra.  1127  ;  1 
Starkie's  Cr.  Pleading,  100. 

Patteson  J. — In  R.  v,  Wickhamy  10  Ad.  &  E.  34, 
the  instrument  was  alleged  to  be  a  promissory  note, 
and  the  whole  of  the  allegations  were  to  be  proved  as 
laid. 

Wilde  C.  J. — I  don't  understand  that  to  be  a  de- 
cision, that  it  was  necessary  to  set  out  the  instrument, 
but  that  the  averment  respecting  the  note  was  bad  for 
want  of  an  allegation  of  the  defendant's  knowledge  of 
its  being  bad,  and  that  the  false  pretence  of  his  being 
a  captain,  could  not  be  severed  from  that  respecting 
the  note,  and  consequently,  the  whole  of  the  false 
pretences  charged  were  insufficient. 

Platt  B. — In  this  particular  case,  had  the  instru- 
ment  been  set  out,  we  could  have  seen  on  the  record 
that  it  shewed  a  false  pretence ;  but  take  the  case  of 
a  foiled  bank  note,  how  would  the  setting  out  a  copy 
of  it  in  the  indictment  assist  the  Court  to  determine 
the  question,  whether  it  shewed  a  false  pretence  or  no  ? 
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Wilhnore.  If  not  setting  it  out  can  work  injury  in 
any  case,  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to  have  it  set  out  in 
all.  Technical  forms  and  rules  are  mainly  useful  in 
exceptional  cases.  Why  should  the  instrument  be  set 
out  in  cases  of  forgery? 

Alderson  B. — Because  the  Legislature  haa  made 
certain  classes  of  things  the  subject  of  forgery,  and  it 
is  necessary  to  see  that  the  instrument  in  question  (alb 
within  the  class  alleged. 

Wilde  C.  J We  are  of  opinion  that  the  objec- 
tions are  insufficient.  With  regard  to  the  record, 
it  can  only  be  necessary  to  set  out  the  instrument, 
where  the  Court  could  derive  assistance  from  seeing  a 
copy  of  it  on  the  record  ;  as  where  the  case  turns  on 
the  nature  and  character  of  the  instrument,  as  distin- 
guished from  its  quality  of  good  or  bad.  The  cases 
seem  to  shew  that  this  is  the  true  criterion. 


185a 


THE  QUEEN  v.  WILLIAM  MATTHEWS,  and 

ELLEN  MATTHEWS. 


A.KkdhiH  At  the  Epiphany  Quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of 
joinUvin-  Stafford^  A.  D.,  1850,  Alexander  Jameson  and  Joseph 
receiing'  Totnlinson  were  charged  with  stealing  a  quantity  of 
Agenerd  fowls,  and  William  Matthews  and  JSllen  Matthews^  his 
ffwltyaffainst  wife,   dealers   in   poultry,  with   receiving  the  same 

evidence 

shewed  either  one  joint  receivinff ;  in  which  case  the  wife  could  not  be  convicted,  as  the 
oflfence  was  committed  in  her  husband's  presence :  or  two  several  acta  of  raceiniig^ 
in  which  case  as  against  the  wife,  the  crime  would  not  be  proved  as  laid. 

HeU  therefore,  that  the  husband  was  rightly  convicted ;  the  wifo  not ;  and  the  verdict 
was  taken  to  be  several  as  regarded  each. 

Per  CoLVRiDOB  J. — If  stolen  goods  are  found  in  a  man*8  house,  he,  not  being  tbs 
thief,  is  primd facie  a  receiver. 
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fowls  well  knowing  them  to  have  been  feloniously       1850. 
stolen. 


Mat- 

The  indictment  was  as  follows : —  tmws's 


"  Staffordshire.  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen 
upon  their  oath  present,  that  Alexander  Jameson^  late 
of  the  parish  of  Norton  CaneSy  in  the  county  of  Stafford^ 
labourer,  and  Joseph  Tomlinson^  late  of  the  same  la- 
bourer, on  the  seventeenth  day  of  December^  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-nine, 
withforceand  arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  iuthecounty 
aforesaid,  fifteen  hen  fowls  of  the  value  of  fifteen 
shillings,  and  one  cock  fowl  of  the  value  of  two  shillings 
of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  one  John  Smith,  then  and 
there  being  found,  feloniously  did  steal,  take  and  carry 
away  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen, 
her  crown  and  dignity,  and  against  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

^'  2nd  Count.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  William 
Matthews,  late  of  the  parish  of  Norton  Canes,  in  the 
county  of  Stafford,  labourer,  and  ElUn  Matthews,  wife 
of  the  said  William  Matthews,  lateof  the  same,  labourer, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  seventeenth  day  of 
December,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the  parish 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  the  goods  and 
chattels  in  the  first  Count  mentioned  as  aforesaid,  of 
the  value  aforesaid,  so  as  aforesaid,  feloniously  stolen, 
taken  and  carried  away,  feloniously  did  receive  and 
have,  they  the  said  William  Matthews  and  Ellen 
Matthews,  then  and  there  well  knowing  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  last  aforesaid  to  have  been  feloni- 
ously stolen,  taken  and  carried  away  against  the  form 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her 
crown  and  dignity. 


CaM. 


CaM. 
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1850.  Vaughan    appeared    as   counsel  for  the  prosecu- 

Mat-        ^^^°- 

THvws'fl        Kettle  as  counsel  for  the  prisoners. 

The  prisoners  were  all  found  guilty,  and  the  ques- 
tion for  this  Court  was,  whether  the  receivers  were 
properly  convicted.  The  evidence  against  them  was 
as  follows : — 

'*  Charles  Welch,  police  office.  Went  to  Matthemt 
house  on  the  22nd  December  (the  fowls  were  stolen  on 
the  17th  December).  Saw  Mrs.  Matthews.  Asked 
her  where  all  those  fowls  and  geese  came  from.  She 
said  she  bought  part  and  her  husband  some.  She 
said  her  husband  was  not  by  when  she  bought  them. 
She  also  said  she  bought  hers  from  people  who  came 
to  the  house,  and  her  husband  bought  his  on  Wedne$' 
day  J  at  Shrewsbury  market.  I  asked  her  if  she  had 
any  unplucked,  and  she  said  ^^  Yes,  four,  up  stairs.*' 
I  was  going  up,  and  she  said  she  had  rather  I  did  not 
till  her  husband  came.  When  Rofe,  police  officer, 
came,  we  went  up  stairs,  and  found  between  twenty 
and  thirty  unplucked,  and  eleven  plucked.  Hofe  and 
Woolley  took  the  unplucked  ones.  I  afterwards  saw 
William  Matthews  at  the  police  station.  He  said  he 
was  not  out  of  Walsall  on  Wednesday  {Shrewsbury 
market  day).  I  know  prisoners,  Jameson  and  Tom- 
linson^  they  live  together.  Tomlitison  is  a  miner,  and 
is  brother  of  Mrs.  Matthews. 

'*  Cross-examined.  Tomlinson  has  a  brother  who  lives 
one  hundred  or  one  hundred  and  fifty  yards  from 
him.  He  is  a  much  larger  man  than  the  prisoner- 
five  feet  ten  inches  high. 

'*  George  Woolley,  constable,  WalsaU,  apprehended 
Tomlinson,  and  gave  his  shoes  to  Price  (police 
ofiicer). 

**  William  Price,  police   officer.     Found  tracks  of 
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three  persons  where  fowls  were  stolen.  One  made  by  1850. 
shoes  of  prisoner,  Tomlinson  (shoes  small  and  nails  '^^^ 
remarkable — shewn  to  the  jury).  xMwg'g 

"  John  Rofe^  chief  constable  of  Walsall  police  (evi- 
dence same  as  Welch^  given  above),  and  in  addition 
produced  soipe  of  the  fowls  from  Matthews^s  house, 
identified  by  prosecutor.  Took  William  Matthews  into 
custody  at  Turk^s  Head^  Walsall.  When  at  the  station 
house,  shewed  him  fowls  identified  by  prosecutor,  and 
asked  him  from  whom  he  had  them.  He  hesitated. 
Witness  said,  *We  have  got  your  wife's  brother, 
TomlinsoTiy  in  custody*  Did  you  not  buy  the  fowls 
from  him?'  He  said,  'I  did.*  (N.B.  Eofe  was  re- 
primanded by  the  Court  for  putting  this  question)." 

In  his  summing  up  to  the  jury,  the  Chairman  said, 
^*  You  observe,  Ellen  Matthews  says  her  husband 
bought  part  of  the  fowls  at  Shrewsbury^  and  she 
bought  part  of  them  from  people  who  came  to  the 
house,  and  that  her  husband  was  not  by  when  she 
bought  them.  If  you  are  of  opinion  that  the  female 
prisoner  knowingly  gave  a  false  account  of  the  way 
she  received  the  fowls,  you  will  have  to  consider  how 
far  such  false  account  conveys  the  impression  to  your 
minds  of  her  guilty  knowledge ;  but  if  you  should 
be  of  opinion  that  her  statement  is  false,  it  can  have 
no  effect  as  against  her  husband,  because  he  cannot 
be  injured  by  a  statement  made  by  his  wife  in  his 
absence." 

*'  As  regards  William  Matthews^  Rofe  says,  he  told 
him  he  had  Tamlinson  in  custody,  and  Matthews  re- 
plied, ^  I  bought  the  fowls  from  Tomlinson^*  and  you 
are  told  Tomlinson  is  a  miner,  and  brother-in-law  of 
Matthews^  and  you  will  have  to  say  by  your  verdict, 
whether  you  are  of  opinion  that  William  Matthews 
knew  Tomlinson  had  stolen  the  fowls  when  he  received 
them  from  him." 
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1850.  The  above  is  the  evidence  and  the  summing  op 

1^^^.  against  the  receivers. 
™^«'8  Kettle,  for  the  prisoners,  submitted  that  the  Chair- 
man ought  to  direct  the  jury,  that  if  they  be- 
lieved the  wife  received  them  in  the  absence  of  her 
husband  and  without  his  knowledge,  she  alone  should 
be  found  guilty ;  and  as  to  the  wife,  that  they  should 
not  find  her  guilty,  unless  they  believed  that  she  had 
received  the  fowls  in  the  absence  of  her  husband,  but 
it  appeared  from  the  evidence,  that  the  receiving  by 
the  two  prisoners  was  at  two  different  times,  and  it 
did  not  appear  to  the  Court  that  one  receiving  only 
had  been  proved. 

On  the  application  of  Mr.  Kettle,  for  the  prisoner, 
judgment  was  postponed  on  William  Matthews  and 
Ellen  Matthews,  and  the  following  question  was  re- 
served for  the  opinion  of  her  Majesty's  Judges. 

Whether  the  above-mentioned  directions,  suggested 
by  Mr.  Kettle^  ought  to  have  been  given  to  the  jury 
in  addition  to  what  was  stated  by  the  Chairman  in 
his  summing  up  ?  and  whether  upon  the  evidence, 
as  above  stated,  the  prisoners  were  properly  convicted? 

This  case  was  argued  on  1st  Junej  1850,  before 
Wilde  C.  J.,  AldersonB.,  Patteson  J., Coleridge  J., 
Platt  B. 

Kettle,  for  the  prisoners. 

Both  the  prisoners  are  found  guilty.  There  is  no 
evidence  against  the  wife ;  as  against  her  the  verdict 
is  bad  ;  this  Court  cannot  sever  the  verdict,  therefore 
both  must  be  acquitted. 

Coleridge  J. — There  is  a  distinct  summing  up 
respecting  each  of  the  two  prisoners. 

Alderson  B. — We  have  the  opinion  of  the  jury  on 
two  acts ;  they  have  given  a  verdict  on  each  case ; 
and  though  it  happens  to  be  expressed  in  a  single 
word,  we  can  say  that  we  agree  with  them  as  to  one 
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case,  and  not  as  to  the  other.  The  Chairman  seems  1850, 
to  have  had  in  his  mind  an  incorrect  notion  of  the  ^ut, 
nature  of  a  joint  receiving.  thbws's 

Platt  B. — The  verdict  is  clearly  divisible. 

Kettle.  There  is  no  evidence  that  William  Mat- 
thews was  a  receiver. 

Coleridge  J. — He  bought  the  goods  of  the  thief, 
and  they  are  found  in  his  house.  Primd  fade,  if 
stolen  goods  are  found  in  a  man's  house,  he,  not  being 
the  thief,  is  a  receiver. 

Vatighan^  for  the  Crown,  suggested  that  both  the 
prisoners  might  be  guilty,  as  there  was  evidence  of  a 
joint  taking ;  and  cited  R.  v.  Parr,  2  M.  &  Rob.  346. 

Patteson  J. — If  husband  and  wife  receive  jointly, 
how  do  you  convict  the  wife  ? 

Wilde  C.  J. — ^The  husband  was  rightly  convicted. 
The  wife  must  be  acquitted. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 
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^8^'  THE  QUEEN  v.  GEORGE  HEY  (a). 

droTer*  was  ^^®"g^  ^^  icec&l  At  the  Leeds  Christmas  sessions, 
employed  by  in  the  >A.  D.,.  1848,  Oeorge  Hey  was  tried 

jobbers  at55[,  County  of  York.  J  before  Robert  Hall^  Esq.,  as  as- 
to  take  some  gigtant  barrister  for  the  boroueh  of  Leeds,  (under 

pigs  by  rail-  ,  °  ^      ^ 

wajr,  and  Statute  7  Wm.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  19)  (6),  on  an  indict- 
to  C^Ixl!^  ment  which  charged  that  he,  whilst  the  servant  of 
and  bring       IVUliam  Richardson  and  another,  stole  ten  pigs  the 

back  to  il.  4*  .  *   ^ 

B.  such  price  property  of  his  said  masters. 

giye  for  them.  ^^  appeared  in  evidence,  that  on  the  26th  Sqptemher^ 
NoinBtruc-  1848,  Rxchardson  and  Lambert^  the  prosecuton,  pig 
given  to  the  jobbers  at  Newcastle^  having  purchased  pigs  which 
to'^th"  ^'^^y  ^^^^  would  suit  Goosey  a  pig  dealer  at  Leeds^ 
^M  to  do  engaged  the  prisoner,  a  butcher  and  drover  at  iVw- 
ifC.  refused  castle^  to  go  with  the  pigs  by  railway  from  Newcastle 
No^bJrMi"'  ^^  Leeds  and  there  deliver  them  to  Goose,  and  bring 
was  made       back  to  the  prosecutors  such  sum  in  Post-office  orders 

between  ^ 

&  B.  and  or  a  banker's  cheque,  as  Goose  should  give  him  on 
as  to  hie  re^  being  shewn  a  paper  which  the  prosecutors  gave  to  the 
muncration     prisoner  for  that  purpose,  the  contents  of  which  paper 

for  the  job;  ,       ,  .  .  ,  *  •  «       . 

but  the  ^ere   not  given   m   evidence,   the   prisoner   havmg 

custom  of 

the  trade  was  to  pay  for  such  jobs  by  the  day;  nor  was  anything  said  as  to  the  prisoner's 
right  to  take  cattle  from  any  other  person  at  the  same  time ;  but  by  the  custom  of  the 
trade  he  would  have  had  such  right. 

On  his  arrival  at  L.,  C.  was  from  home,  and  his  wife  refused  to  take  the  pigs ;  the 
prisoner  thereupon  sold  the  pigs  to  another  person  in  the  market,  and  absconded  with 
the  purchase  money :  Held,  not  guilty  of  larceny,  as  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  pigs 
from  the  owners  he  was  not  their  servant ;  but  by  the  receipt  became  a  bailee,  and  at 
that  time  had  no  intention  of  stealing. 


(a)  This  case  is  accidentallv  printed  out  of  order. 

(b)  "  An  Act  to  empower  tne  Recorder  or  other  person  presiding  in  Quarter  Sessions 
in  corporate  cities  and  towns,  and  Justices  of  the  Peace  for  counties,  ridings  or  divisions, 
to  divide  their  respective  Courts  in  certain  cases." 
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had  no  notice   to   produce    it,   and   not    producing       1849. 

it.  Hbt's 

The  prisoner  had  no  authority  to  sell  the  pigs,  or  to       ^■•• 
do  anything  with  them,  but  deliver  them  to  Goosey 
and  no  instructions  were  given  him  as  to  what  he  was 
to  do  with  them  should  Goose  refuse  to  accept  them. 
The  prisoner  took  the  pigs  to  Leeds^  and  went  with 
them  to  Goose's  house  there,  before  six  o'clock  a.  m., 
of  the  twenty-seventh  of  September^  whilst  all  the 
inmates  were  in  bed.     Goose  himself  was  from  home 
at  the  time,  but  his  wife,  being  awakened  by  the 
prisoner,  called  up  a  man  to  whom  she  referred  the 
prisoner,  and  returned  to  bed.     That  man   merely 
looked  out  of  the  window,  said,  '^  Is  that  you  ?*'  then 
shut  the  window  and  disappeared,  as  if  returning  to 
bed,  without  listening  to  the  prisoner  or  giving  him 
any  directions.     The  prisoner  then  took  the  pigs  to 
the  Leeds  pig  market,  and  called  up  a  pork  butcher 
to  whom  he  sold  them  between  the  hours  of  six  and 
seven  o'clock  of  the  same  morning,  received  the  price, 
thirty-five  pounds,  and  absconded  with  it,  making  no 
communication  of  any  kind,  or  at  any  time  to  the 
prosecutors. 

It  appeared  that  the  prisoner  had  frequently  been 
employed  by  the  prosecutors,  in  the  capacity  of  a 
butcher,  to  slaughter  and  cut  up  pigs,  &c.,  for  which 
he  Was  paid  by  the  job,  but  he  had  never  before  been 
employed  by  them  as  a  drover.  He  had  two  pounds 
given  him  for  expenses,  for  which  he  was  to  ac- 
count ;  nothing  was  said  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
he  was  to  be  paid  for  his  trouble,  but  there  was  an 
established  custom  in  the  trade  to  remunerate  drovers 
for  such  services,  by  a  payment  of  a  sum  per  dienij  for 
the  number  of  days  occupied  :  [nothing  was  expressed 
on  the  subject  of  the  prisoner's  being  at  liberty  to 
drive  cattle  for  any  other  person  at  the  same  time, 

VOL.  I.  T  T 
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1849.      but  by  the  usage  of  the  trade  he  was  at  liberty  to  do 

Hby'8      »o]  (a). 

^^^^'  The  prisoner's  defence  was,  that  he  was  in  partner- 

*  ship  with  the  prosecutors,  and  took  the  pigs  to  Gooseys 
house,  not  in  pursuance  of  any  directions,  but  as  to  a 
likely  customer  of  his  own  selection,  and  not  being 
attended  to  there,  he  sought  out  another  customer. 
If  the  witnesses  spoke  the  truth,  this  defence  was 
entirely  false.  There  was  no  evidence  of  any  in- 
tention on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  to  steal  the  pigs 
at  the  time  of  their  being  delivered  to  him. 

The  Barrister  doubted,  whether  the  prisoner  was, 
under  the  circumstances,  a  servant,  and  also  whether 
there  was  a  taking  by  him,  which  amounted  to 
larceny.  {Regina  v.  Ooodbody^  8  C.  &  P.  665).  But 
Regina  v.  Hughes^  R.  &  M.  C.  C,  370,  being  cited, 
he  felt  bound  by  the  case  last  mentioned,  and  di- 
rected the  jury,  that  if  they  believed  the  witnesses, 
the  prisoner  was  the  servant  of  the  prosecutors,  and 
that  the  taking  amounted  to  larceny,  if  the  prisoner 
had  sold  the  pigs  for  the  purpose  of  appropriating  the 
proceeds  to  his  own  use,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  his 
employers,  on  what  he  considered  to  be  an  emergency 
not  provided  for  by  his  instructions. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty.  The  Barrister 
postponed  judgment  under  statute  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78, 
in  order  to  take  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  whether, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  prisoner  was  the  servant 
of  the  prosecutors,  and  whether  the  taking  amounted 
to  larceny. 

This  case  was  considered  by  Lord  Denman  C.  J., 
Parke  B.,  Alderson  B.,  Coltman  J.,  Coleridge  J., 

(a)   The    paragraph    between      sent  to  him  for  amendment  bj 
brackets  was  inserted  by  the  as-      the  Judges, 
sistant  Recorder,  on  the  case  being 
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who  were  the  Judges  present  on  20th  Jan,  1849.  On  1840. 
a  subsequent  day,  8th  Dec.  1849,  Parke  B.  delivered  — ^^^ 
the  following  judgment  (a).  Case. 

The  only  question  is,  whether,  on  the  facts  stated 
in  this  case,  as  amended,  the  prisoner  received  the 
custody  of  the  pigs  as  a  servant  of  the  prosecutors,  or 
as  a  bailee  ;  in  the  latter  case,  he  could  not  be  guilty 
of  larceny,  unless  be  had  intended  to  appropriate 
them  to  his  own  use  at  the  time  of  the  receipt,  which 
was  not  the  case ;  in  the  former,  he  would  be  guilty 
of  larceny,  according  to  the  finding  of  the  jury,  as  to 
which  they  were  properly  directed  by  the  learned 
assistant  Recorder. 

There  are  several  reported  cases  bearing  upon  the 
question,  whether  a  person  is  a  mere  servant  or  bailee : 
there  are  none  precisely  like  the  present,  though 
the  case  oi Bernard  v.  MacNamee,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  368, 
nearly  approaches  to  it. 

In  this  case,  on  the  one  hand,  the  circumstance  that 
the  prisoner  was  paid  the  expenses  of  the  cattle,  and 
also  that  the  customary  mode  of  payment  of  his  remu- 
neration was  by  the  day,  tend  to  shew  that  he  was  a 
mere  servant ;  on  the  other,  the  fact  of  his  being  a 
drover  by  trade,  and  also  of  his  having  the  liberty  to 
drive  the  cattle  of  any  other  person,  by  the  general 
usage  with  respect  to  drovers,  raises  an  inference  that 
he  was  not  a  servant. 

The  learned  deputy  Recorder  felt  himself  bound  by 
the  decision  of  the  Judges  in  the  case  of  Regina  v. 
Hughes,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  370,  but  that  case  was  under 
the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47,  which  makes  embezzle- 
ment by  a  servant  or  person  employed  in  the  capacity 
of  a  servant  to  receive  money,  felony  ;  and  the  learned 
Recorder  of  London  referred  the  question  to  the  Judges, 

(a)  The  learned   Baron  stated  that  Lord  Dbnman  did  not  concur 
with  the  rest  of  the  Ck>urt. 

T  T  2 
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I84d.  whether  the  prisoner  fell  under  either  description, 
^^^  though  if  the  indictment  had  been  referred  to,  it  was 
Cwe.  necessary  to  prove  that  he  was  a  servant.  The  Judges 
decided  that  the  prisoner  was  properly  convicted,  aDd 
consequently  that  he  was  a  servant  or  person  employed 
in  that  capacity,  and  authorized  as  such  to  receive 
money,  so  that  his  receipt  would  be  a  discharge  to  the 
debtor.  This  is  not  exactly  the  same  question  ;  it  is 
whether  the  prisoner  had  the  custody  of  the  cattle  as 
a  servant  to  the  prosecutor  at  the  time  of  the  receipt 
of  them,  and  we  think  he  could  not  be  so  considered, 
unless  in  driving  the  cattle  to  the  market  he  was  his 
servant,  and  the  prosecutor  responsible  for  any  negli- 
gent act  of  his  in  so  driving  them.  This  subject  has 
undergone  much  discussion  of  late,  and  has  been 
placed  on  its  proper  footing  by  the  case  of  Quarman 
V.  Burnet^  6  M.  &  W.  499,  and  other  cases,  one  of 
which  is  that  of  a  general  drover,  who  was  held  in 
Miller  v.  Wedge^  10  Law  Journal,  p.  19,  Q.  B.,  not  to 
be  a  servant,  so  as  to  make  the  owner  of  the  cattle 
responsible  for  his  negligence. 

After  the  full  consideration  which  this  subject  has 
undergone,  we  doubt  whether  the  case  of  Bernard  v. 
Mac  Namee  above  referred  to,  would  be  now  decided 
in  the  same  way. 

Upon  the  whole  we  think  it  was  not  proved  in  this 
case,  that  the  prisoner  was  a  mere  servant,  and  the 
conviction  was  improper  (a). 

(a)  Pollock  C.   B.,  who  was  order  for  the  prisoner's  discharge, 

present  when  the  above  judgment  he  had  attended  to  the  judgment 

was  delivered,  said  that  as  it  was  his  while  it  was  being  delivered^  and 

duty  on  that  occasion  to  sign  the  entirely  concurred  with  it. 
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ABORTION. 

1.  Indictment  under  stat.  1  Fkt.  c.  85, 
for  using  an  instrument  with  intent 
to  procure  miscarriage  :  Held,  im- 
material whether  or  no  the  woman 
was  pregnant  at  the  time  of  the 
instrument  being  used.  R.  y,  Mary 
Goodhall,  187 


ACCEPTANCE. 


See  Forgery,  9. 


ACQUITTANCE. 


1.  See  Forgery,  3. 

2.  See  Notes  to  West's  Case,  265. 9. 


ACTUAL. 


1.  See  Note  to  Webb's  Case,  345. 


2.  See  Evidence,  18. 


ADDRESS. 
See  Forgery,  9. 

ADMIRALTY. 
See  Indictment,  9. 

ADMISSION. 
See  Embezzlement,  2. 

ADULTERY. 
See  Larceny,  19. 

AFTERWARDS. 
See  Indictment,  3. 

AIDER  BY  VERDICT. 

1.  See  Indictment,  18. 

2.  See  Note  to  Webb's  Case,  347*8. 
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ANIMALS. 


1.  See  Wounding,  L 


2.  See  Indictment,  8.  19. 


APPEARANCE. 


See  Bankrupt,  1,  (1). 


APPROPRIATION. 


See  Larceny,  1 4. 


ARMS. 


See  Indictment,  7. 


ARREST  OF  JUDGMENT. 


See  Nuisance. 


ARSON. 


See  Threatening  Letter,  1,  2. 


ASSAULT. 

J.  A.  indicted  for  a  robbery.  The 
jury  acquitted  him  of  the  robbery, 
and  found  him  guilty  of  **  a  common 
assault  only :"  Held^  such  convic- 
tion right  under  stat.  1  Vict,  c.  85, 
s.  11.     R.  y.  Birch  and  Another, 

185 

2.  Three  boys,  aged  respectively 
thirteen,  twelve,  and  eleven,  were 
indicted  for  a  common  assault  on 


a  girl  of  nine  years  of  age.  They 
were  all  proved  to  have  had  con- 
nexion with  her.  Special  verdict 
"  guilty,  the  child  being  an  assent- 
ing party,  but  that  from  her  tender 
years  she  did  not  know  what  she 
was  about : "  Heldt  that  the  con- 
viction was  wrong;  the  verdict 
showing  an  assent  by  the  girl.  R» 
y.  Read  and  Others,  377 

3.  See  Note  to  Read's  Case,  379. 

4.  Prisoner,  a  medical  man,  has  con- 
nexion with  a  girl  of  fourteen  years 
of  age,  under  the  pretence  that  he 
was  thereby  treating  her  medically 
for  the  complaint  for  which  he  was 
then  attending  her.  She  made  no 
resistance,  owing  solely  to  the  bona 
fide  belief  that  such  was  the  case : 
Held,  guilty  of  an  assault.  Qutere, 
whether  not  guilty  of  a  rape  ?  R. 
V.  Casey  580 

ATTEMPT. 

1.  See  Poison,  1. 

2.  See  Indictment,  27* 


ATTORNEY. 


See  Evidence,  9. 


AUTREFOIS  ACQUIT. 


See  R.  V.  Bond,  Note  (a),  522. 


AUTREFOIS  CONVICT. 
See  R.  V.  Bono,  Note  (a),  522. 
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BAILEE. 


See  Larcbny,  21. 


BAILMENT. 


1.  SeeLARCEKT,  10. 

2.  See  Note  to  Radliy*8  Casi,  452. 


BANKRUPT. 

1.  ^.  a  bankrupt,  was  indicted  for 
not  surrendering  to  the  District 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  at  Manchester. 
The  Court  was  presided  over  by 
two  Judges,  Mr.  J.  and  Mr.  S,,  and 
(practically)  comprised  two  Courts. 
A.  was  summoned  by  Mr.  J.  to 
appear  before  the  Commissioner  in 
H.  M/s  Court  of  Bankruptcy  at 
Manchester,  It  was  proved  that 
he  had  not  appeared  pursuant  to 
the  said  summons  at  the  said  Court 
at  all ;  nor  before  Mr.  J.  elsewhere. 
But  there  was  no  proof  of  his 
having  appeared  or  not,  before  Mr. 
S.  elsewhere :  Held  (1).  Proof  of 
non-appearance  sufficient.  (2).  The 
summons  need  not  aver  that  A.  had 
been  duly  adjudged  a  bankrupt. 
(3).  Nor  that  the  fiat  had  been  re- 
ferred to  the  Manchester  Court  of 
Bankruptcy.     R.  v.  Dealtry,    287 

2.  See  Indictment,  23. 


BAPTISED. 


See  Indictment,  18. 


BASTARD, 


1.  See  Indictment,  6. 


2.  See  Order  of  Justices,  2. 


BATTERY. 


See  Note  to  Read's  Case,  380. 


BIGAMY. 

In  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  where 
the  first  marriage  was  solemnized 
under  the  provisions  of  stat.  6  &  7 
fVm.  4,  c.  85,  the  certificate  autho- 
rized by  that  act,  and  8tat«  6  &  7 
Wm.  4,  c.  86,  8.  38,  coupled  with 
the  identity  of  the  parties  is  suffi- 
cient primd  facie  evidence  of  such 
marriage.     R.  v.  Hawes,  270 

BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 
See  FoROERT,  2.  8,  9. 

BOILING  WATER. 

"  Boiling  water"  is  **  destructive  mat- 
ter," within  the  stat.  I  Vict.  c.  85, 
s.  5.     R.  V.  Crawford,  100 

CAPTION. 
See  Evidence,  22. 


CAUTION. 


See  Examination,  1. 
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CERTIFICATE. 


1.  See  Forgery,  8. 

2.  See  Indictment,  24. 


CHATTELS. 


1.  See  Indictment,  21. 

2.  See  False  Pretences,  4. 


CHEMICAL. 


See  Indictment,  29. 


CHEQUE. 


1.  See  Indictment,  5. 

2.  See  Forgery,  10. 


CHILD. 


1.  See  Indictment,  18,  (2). 

2.  See  Indictment,  22. 


CHURCH  RATE. 


1.  See  Indictment,  12. 

2.  See  Warrant,  4. 


CHURCHWARDENS. 


1.  See  Sacrilege. 


2.  See  Embezzlement,  4. 


COIN. 


I.  See  Indictment,  21. 


2.  See  Indictment,  29. 


COMPULSION. 


See  Etidencb,  13. 


CONDITION  PRECEDENT. 


See  Indictment,  12,  (4). 


CONFESSION. 


See  Evidence,  20. 


CONSENT. 
See  Assault,  2. 


CONSPIRACY. 

1.  Indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to 
cause  certain  persons  to  be  elected 
councillors  of  the  borough  of  Bolton 
in  Lancashire,  by  fraud,  viz.,  by 
procuring  certain  other  persons  who 
were  not  burgesses  of  the  said 
borough,  and  whose  names  were  not 
in  the  burgess  list,  to  personate 
voters  for  the  said  borough,  and  to 
vote  for  the  election  of  the  persons 
first  above  mentioned  :  Held,  not 
to  be  a  subject  of  consideration  for 
the  Judges.  R,  v.  JIaslam  and 
Others,  73 
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CONSTRUCTION. 


See  Indictment,  7. 


CONSTRUCTIVE. 

See  Note  to  Whittaker's  Case,  819. 
AN]A  Ditto,  384. 


CONTINUOUS. 


See  Note  to  Webb's  Case,  846. 


CONTRACT. 


See  False  Pretence,  1. 


CONVENIENCE. 


See  Note  to  Webb's  Case,  846. 


CUSTODY. 


See  Indictment,  25. 


DATE. 


See  Indictment,  12,  (6). 


DEATH. 


See  Indictment,  1. 


DECLARATIONS. 


See  Evidence,  1. 


DEMURRER. 


See  Jurisdiction,  5. 


DEPOSITIONS. 


1.  See  Evidence,  22. 


2.  See  Evidence,  25. 


DESCRIPTION. 


See  Indictment,  18,(2, 6),21. 26. 29. 


DISCHARGE. 


See  Acquittance,  2. 


DISTRESS. 


See  Warrant,  4. 


DULY. 


See  Indictment,  12,  (I,  2,  8.  10). 


DYING  DECLARATIONS. 


See  Evidence,  1. 


EMBEZZLEMENT. 

1 .  A^  assistant  overseer  of  the  Preston 
union,  indicted  as  servant  to  the 
guardians  of  the  union,  for  em- 
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bezzling  the  monies  of  the  guard- 
ians. Held^  under  the  circum- 
stances, not  liable  under  stat.  7  &  8 
Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  47  ;  it  not  appear- 
ing that  he  received  the  monies 
"  for,  or  in  the  name,  or  on  the 
account  of"  the  guardiaM,  but  of 
the  overseers.  R.  v.  Towruend,  167 

2.  Prisoner  indicted  as  servant  to 
guardians,  &c.;  HeUL  (1).  That  the 
admission  by  him  contained  in  the 
condition  of  his  bond  for  the  per- 
formance of  his  duties  as  treasurer, 
coupled  with  an  act  of  Parliament 
specifying  those  duties,  was  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  nature  of  his 
appointment,  vis.,  that  he  was  to 
receive  money  for  the  guardians, 
and  account  to  them  for  his  receipts. 
(2).  That  the  not  accounting  for  a 
portion  of  such  receipts  was  an  em- 
bezzlement, although  no  precise 
time  could  be  fixed  at  which  it  was 
the  prisoner's  duty  to  pay  over  the 
money  alleged  to  be  embezzled. 
R.  V.  Welch,  199 

8.  Money  was  received  on  account  of 
his. master  by  one  clerk,  and  by 
him  handed  over  in  due  course  of 
business  to  another  clerk  (the  pri- 
soner) to  be  delivered  to  the  master. 
The  prisoner  fraudulently  appro- 
priated it  Heldf  not  larceny,  but 
embezzlement.  R.  v.  Masters,  332 

4.  Prisoner,  employed  by  the  over- 
seers of  A.  to  collect  the  poor's 
rate,  called  on  B,  (who  owned  the 
premises  specified  in  the  rate  book 
as  occupied  by  C.  his  tenant),  and 
demanded  of  B.  the  amount  of  the 
poor's  rate  due  for  the  said  pre- 
mises. B.  who  was  in  the  habit  of 
paying  the  rates  for  C  paid  the 
amount,  and  prisoner  gave  him  a 


receipt  for  it,  signed  by  himself  as 
collector.  The  prisoner  afterwards 
entered  the  amount  in  the  rate-book 
opposite  to  the  name  of  B»  as  "  un- 
coUected,"  on  the  ground  of  it 
having  been  "  legally  excused," 
which  was  not  the  fact;  and  he 
never  accounted  for  such  monies  to 
the  overseers.  Held,  (1)  Guilty  of 
embezzlement 

(2).  Averment,  that  the  prisoner 
was  employed  by  the  overseers 
sufficient,  without  mentioning  the 
churchwardens. 

(3).  The  rate  when  collected  is 
well  laid  as  the  property  of  the 
overseers.    R>  v.  Adey,  571 

5.  See  Larceny,  20. 


ENTRY. 


See  EviDENCB,  18. 


ERROR,  WRIT  OF. 


See  Jurisdiction,  5. 


EVIDENCE. 

1.  Statements  by  the  deceased  held 
admissible  as  dying  declarations. 
R.  V.  Howell  and  Others,  1 

2.  See  Threatening  Letter  (1). 

3.  The  following  instrument  held, 
under  the  circumstances,  to  be  a 
warrant  or  order  for  the  payment  of 
money.  "  Mr.  Martin  will  be 
pleased  to  send  by  the  bearer  10/. 
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ou  Mr.  Hodge*s  account,  as  Mr. 
Hodge  is  very  bad  in  bed,  and  can- 
not come  himself.  (Signed)  Martin 
Ralph  Foreman^  St.  Austell  Foun- 
dry:'   R.  V.  Fivian,  35 

4.  See  FoROERTy  4. 

5.  See  Indictment,  7. 

6.  See  Indictment,  8. 

7.  A,  and  B.  indicted  for  stealing,  C 
for  receiving.  B.  pleaded  guilty, 
and  was  tendered  as  a  witness 
against  A.  8c  C,  He  was  objected 
to  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner 
as  inadmissible.  Held,  an  admis- 
sible witness  at  common  law.  R, 
V.  Hinks  and  Others,  84 

8.  Prisoner  was  indicted  under  stat. 
7  &  8  Geo,  4,  c.  29,  s.  8,  (in  1st 
Count),  for  feloniously  accusing  A. 
B.  of  a  certain  'infamous  crime, 
that  is  to  say,  of  having  made  to  the 
prisoner  a  certain  solicitation  where- 
by to  move  and  induce  the  prisoner 
to  commit  with  him  {A.  B,)  the 
crime  of  sodomy,  with  a  view  to 
extort  and  gain  money  from  him. 
(Second  Count),  charging  the  same 
offence  somewhat  differently.  Held, 
by  seven  of  the  Judges  to  five,  that 
the  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to 
prove  the  intent  laid.  R,  v.  Mid- 
dUditch,  92 

9.  Prisoner  indicted  for  forging  a  will* 
The  forged  instrument  had  been 
given  by  the  prisoner  to  his  attor- 
ney, ostensibly  for  professional  pur- 
poses, but  in  the  opinion  of  the 
learned  Judge,  with  some  very  dif- 
ferent object.  An  objection  that  it 
was  a   privileged  communication, 


and  therefore,  could  not  be  read, 
held  invalid.  R.  v.  Jonea  and 
Others,  166 

10.  See  Larceny,  4. 

11.  A.  takes  a  foiged  will  to  ^.  a 
solicitor,  and  asks  him  to  advance 
money  on  a  mortgage  of  the  pro- 
perty mentioned  in  the  will.  B. 
made  no  charge  for  the  interview, 
and  did  not  advance  the  money. 
Held,  not  a  privileged  communica- 
tion.    R.  V.  Harley  and  Jones,  197 

12.  See  Embezzlement,  2. 

13.  (I).  If  a  witness  claims  the  pro- 
tection of  the  Court  on  the  ground 
that  the  answer  would  tend  to  cri- 
minate himself,  and  there  appears 
reasonable  ground  to  believe  that  it 
would  do  so,  he  is  not  compellable 
to  answer.  (2).  If  compelled  not- 
withstanding, what  he  says  after 
such  claim  must  be  considered  to 
have  been  obtained  by  compulsion, 
and  cannot  be  given  in  evidence 
against  him.  (3).  He  is  entitled  to 
protection  at  whatever  stage  of  the 
inquiry  he  chooses  to  claim  it: 
and  he  is  equally  entitled  to  pro- 
tection, whether  he  has  already 
answered  the  question  in  part  or 
not  at  all.     R.  v.  Garbett,        236 

14.  See  Bioamt. 

15.  See  Forgery,  10,  (2). 

16.  See  Bankrupt,  1,  (1)« 

17.  See  Perjury,  1. 
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18.  Six  prisoners  were  indicted  under 
sUt  9  Oeo,  4,  c.  69,  s.  9,  for  hav- 
ing been  in  a  certain  field  at  night 
armed,  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
game.  It  was  proved  that  some  of 
the  prisoners  had  been  in  the  field, 
some  had  remained  outside  of  it, 
aiding  and  assisting  the  others. 
Heldf  that  the  actual  entry  of  some 
of  the  party  armed  was  sufficient  to 
support  the  conviction  of  all  the 
prisoners,  though  it  could  not  be 
proved  which  of  the  prisoners  had 
actually  entered  the  field.  R.  v. 
WhUtaker  and  Othen ,  810 

19.  See  Forgery,  11. 

20.  Confession  made  by  a  girl  aged 
thirteen^  after  being  told  by  a  me- 
dical  man,  in  the  presence  of  pri- 
soner's mistress  and  her  husband, 
that  it  would  be  better  for  her  to 
speak  the  truth.  HeU  (1).  In- 
admissible. (2).  That  although 
the  confession  was  rightly  admitted 
by  the  Judge  in  the  first  instance, 
and  taken  down  by  him  as  evi- 
dence, it  should  be  struck  out  of 
his  notes,  after  proof  by  the  pri- 
soner that  it  had  been  made  under 
the  above  inducement.  (3).  Per 
Erle  J.  It  is  a  question  for  the 
Judge  in  every  case,  whether  the 
alleged  words  of  inducement  were 
actually  such  as  to  induce  the  pri- 
soner to  make  a  confession  of  guilt, 
whether  true  or  no.     R,  v.  Gamer, 

829 

21.  See  Larceny,  10,  (2). 

22.  A.  was  indicted  for  obtaining  a 
promissory  note  by  false  pretences 


from  B»  The  deposition  of  B.  who 
was  too  ill  to  attend  as  a  witness  at 
the  trial,  was  held  to  be  sufficiently 
distinct  to  be  received  in  evidence, 
although  in  the  caption  it  was  not 
stated  that  A.  was  charged  with 
obtaining  the  note  im/av/Wjr. 
SembUt  a  deposition  is  good  without 
a  caption,  if  described  as  the  ex- 
amination of  the  witness  ;  and  the 
evidence  be  relevant  to  the  chaige ; 
provided  the  prisoner  was  duly  ap- 
prised of  the  nature  of  the  chaige, 
and  had  full  opportunity  of  cross- 
examining  the  witness.  R,  v.  Lang' 
bridge,  448 

23.  See  Rbceivino,  2. 

24.  See  Indictment,  29. 

25.  Witnesses  before  a  committing 
Magistrate  were  duly  sworn  and 
examined,  and  cross-examined  by 
the  prisoners ;  minutes  thereof  were 
duly  made  by  the  clerk,  and  were 
then  sent  to  his  office  to  be  copied 
as  draft  depositions.  The  witnesses 
attended  there  also.  7*.,  the  copy- 
ing clerk,  while  copying  the  minutes, 
asked  the  witnesses  some  questions 
for  the  purpose  of  making  the  de- 
positions more  correct,  clear  and 
complete,  and  inserted  the  answers 
in  the  depositions.  The  prisoners 
were  not  present. 

The  depositions  thus  written  were 
taken  back  to  the  Magistrate.  The 
witnesses,  in  the  presence  of  the 
prisoners,  after  being  duly  re-sworn, 
and  after  hearing  the  depositions 
read  over  to  them,  and  giving  the 
prisoners  full  opportunity  of  cross- 
examination,  signed  them. 
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The  above  circumstances  ap- 
peared at  the  trial,  and  a  material 
question  was  put  to  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses, as  to  something  which  he 
had  said  to  S.j  in  answer  to  one  of 
the  above  questions  so  put  to  him 
by  7".  It  was  objected  and  ruled 
that  the  answer  would  appear  on 
the  depositions,  and  that  they  must, 
therefore,  be  put  in  as  primary 
evidence  of  the  statement. 

Held,  that  the  question  was  legal, 
and  that  the  answer  formed  no  part 
of  the  depositions,  but  was  wholly 
independent  of  them,  and  ought 
therefore  to  have  been  given.  R.  v. 
Christopher,  536 

26.  See  Larceny,  19. 


EXAMINATION. 

1 .  ( 1 ).  A  statement  made  by  a  prisoner 
before  a  committing  Magistrate,  and 
signed  by  the  prisoner  and  the  Ma- 
gistrate, if  taken  in  the  fonn  pre- 
scribed by  the  schedule  to  the  stat. 
11  &  12  FicL  c.  42,  is  admissible 
in  evidence  against  him  at  his  trial 
at  common  law. 

(2).  Semble,  that  where  there  is 
no  evidence  of  any  previous  threat 
or  inducement  having  been  held 
out  to  the  prisoner,  such  statement 
would  be  admissible  under  the 
above  statute :  viz,,  without  proof 
of  the  Magistrate's  signature. 

(3).  It  will  be  prudent  for  Jus- 
tices always  to  give  the  prisoner 
the  second  caution  as  well  as  the 
first. 

(4).  Quaere,  whether,  where  there 
has  been  a  previous  threat  or  in- 


ducement held  out  to  the  prisoner, 
the  Justice  must  give  him  the  second 
caution  as  well  as  the  first  ?  R.  v. 
Sansome,  545 

2.  See  Indictment,  29. 


EXECUTOR. 
See  Forgery,  2. 

EXPOSURE. 
See  Indictment,  22. 


EXPOSED. 


See  Note  to  Waters'  Case,  857. 


FALSE  PRETENCE. 

1.  A  false  pretence,  knowingly  made 
to  obtain  money,  is  indictable, 
though  the  money  be  obtained  by 
means  of  a  contract,  which  the 
prosecutor  was  induced  to  make  by 
the  false  pretence  of  the  prisoner* 
R.  V.  j4bbott,  273 

2.  See  Indictment,  14. 

3.  See  Utterino,  2. 

4.  The  prisoner  was  chained  in  the 
indictment  with  obtaining,  by  false 
pretences,  from  the  L,  and  Y,  Rail- 
way Company,  a  certain  chattel,  to 
wit,  a  printed  ticket,  &c.,  with  in- 
tent to  defraud,  &c.,  the  said  com- 
pany of   the    same.     The  ticket 
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enabled  the  prisoner  to  travel  free 
from  B.to  H.,  and  was  to  be  given 
back  to  the  company  at  H. :  Held^ 
that  the  ticket  was  a  chattel  within 
the  meaning  of  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
c.  29,  8.  53,  and  that  the  intent  to 
defraud  the  company  of  the  same 
was  not  affected  by  the  fact  of  the 
ticket  having  to  be  returned  at  the 
end  of  the  journey.     R.  v.  Boulton, 

508 

5.  If  A.  fraudulently  represents  as  an 
existing  fact  that  which  is  not  an 
existing  fact,  and  so  gets  money, 
that  is  a  false  pretence  within  the 
Stat.  7  &  8  Oeo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  53. 
Therefore  where  the  secretary  of  an 
Odd  Fellows*  Lodge  told  a  member 
that  he  owed  the  lodge  185.  9cL, 
and  thereby  obtained  from  him 
that  sum  fraudulently,  whereas  the 
member  only  owed  2«.  2(f.,  he  was 
held  to  be  rightly  convicted  of 
obtaining  money  under  false  pre- 
tences.    R,  V.  WooUey,  559 

6.  (1).  Obtaining  money  by  means  of 
felse  statements  of  the  name  and 
circumstances  of  the  prisoner  in  a 
begging  letter,  is  obtaining  money 
by  false  pretences  under  stat.  7  &  8 
Geo,  4,  c.  29,  s.  53. 

(2).  If  the  money  so  obtained 
reaches  the  prisoner  in  county  B., 
but  has  been  transmitted  to  him  in 
a  letter,  posted  at  his  request  in 
county  A.f  he  is  triable  in  A,  R. 
V.  T,  S.  Jones,  551 


FIAT. 


See  Bankrupt,  1.  (8). 


FINAL. 


1.  See  Jurisdiction,  5. 


2.  See  Note  to  Brown's  Case,  293. 


FINDING. 


See  Larceny,  14. 


FORGERY. 

1.  See  Larceny,  1. 

2.  A  bill  of  exchange  made  payable 
to  A,  B.  C,  Z).,  or  order,  execw 
trixes.  The  indictment  charged 
that  the  prisoner  forged  on  the 
back  of  the  said  bill,  a  certain 
forged  indorsement,  which  said 
forged  indorsement  was  as  fol- 
lows : — (naming  one  of  the  execu- 
trixes): Held,  a  forged  indorse- 
ment within  the  stat  II  Geo,  4 
&  1  Wm,  4,  c.  66,  8.  3.  R.  v.  fVin- 
terhotUm^     »  41 

3.  Indictment  under  stat.  11  Geo,  ^ 
&  1  Wm,  4,  c.  66,  s.  10,  for  utter- 
ing a  forged  receipt  What  acts 
amount  to  an  uttering.  R.  v.  Rad' 
ford,  59 

4.  Prisoner  indicted  for  forging  an 
"  order  for  the  payment  of  money," 
with  intent  (in  the  first  count)  to 
defraud  "  //.  Z).  as  one  of  the  pub- 
lic officers  of  the  Y,  District  Bank ;" 
(in  the  second)  to  defraud  "  H,  D, 
and  others."  The  instrument  was 
as  follows  :  "  Thomton-le-Moor, 
July  20,  1844.  Mr.  Johnson,  Sir; 
Please  to  pay  to  James  Jackson  the 
sum  of  13/.  by  order  of  Christopher 
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Sadler,  Thomton'le^MooTy  brewer, 
the  District  Bank.  I  shall  see  yoa 
on  Monday.  Tours  obliged,  Chas, 
Sadler'* 

Held,  (I).  To  bean  order  within 
Stat.  1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  Wm,  4,  c.  66, 
8.  3.  (2).  Whether  the  intent  might 
be  laid  as  in  the  second  count — 
qucere.  (3).  The  certified  copy  of 
the  return  forwarded  to  the  Stamp 
Office  under  stat  7  Geo,  4,  c.  46, 
8.  4,  in  which  it  was  stated  that 
H,  D,  was  one  of  the  public  officers 
of  the  Y.  District  Bank  is  not  made 
exclusive  evidence  of  that  fact. 
R.  V.  Carter,  65 

5.  See  Warrant,  2. 

6.  Indictment  under  stat.  11  Geo.  4 
and  1  Wm,  4,  c  6Q,  s.  3,  for  utter- 
ing a  forged  undertaking  for  the 
payment  of  money  :  Held,  that  the 
statute  applies  as  well  to  a  written 
promise  for  the  payment  of  money 
by  a  third  person,  aa  to  a  like  pro- 
mise for  payment  by  the  supposed 
party  to  the  instrument.  R,  y. 
Stone,  181 

7*  See  Evidence,  11. 

8.  Prisoner  falsely  averring  an  au- 
thority to  indorse  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  T.  Tomlinson,  writes  on  the 
back  of  the  bill  "  per  procuration, 
Thomas  Tomlinson,  Emanuel  White," 
The  bill  is  thereupon  discounted, 
and  the  prisoner  goes  off  with  the 
money :  Held,  no  forgery.  R,  v. 
White,  208 

9.  Putting  an  address  to  the  name  of 
a  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  while 
the  bill  is  in  the  course  of  comple- 


tion, with  intent  to  make  the  ac- 
ceptance appear  that  of  a  different 
existing  person,  is  forgery.  R,  v. 
Blenkinsop,  276 

10.  (1).  A,  authorized  by  B,  his  mas- 
ter, to  fill  up  a  cheque  for  a  certain 
sum,  fills  it  up  for  a  greater  sum  : 
Held,  a  forgery,  and  that  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  prisoner  alleging 
a  claim  on  his  master  for  the  greater 
sum,  as  salary  then  due,  was  imma- 
terial, even  if  true.  (2).  Drawer's 
signature  laid  as  John  McNicole  ^ 
Co,,  proved  to  be  John  MeNicoll 
^  Co, :  Held,  no  variance.  R,  v. 
Wilson,  284 

1 1.  Indictment  for  forging  the  will  of 
M\  T.  (1).  With  intent  tb  defraud 
the  heir  at  law  of  the  said  W.  T, 
(2).  With  intent  to  defraud  some 
person  or  persons  unknown.  Quaref 
whether  (under  the  circumstances 
of  this  case)  a  valid  objection  could 
be  taken  to  the  will  being  produced 
in  evidence  by  an  attorney  at  the 
trial,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a 
privileged  communication  ?  Quare, 
whether  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
of  the  existence  of  some  person 
whom  the  prisoners  could  have  de- 
frauded by  a  forged  will,  a  count 
for  forging  with  intent  to  defraud 
some  persons  unknown  could  be 
supported  ?    R,  v.  Tylney  ^  Tuffs, 

319 

12.  See  Uttering,  2. 

13.  The  London  Dock  Company  had 
wine  in  their  vaults  belonging  to 
A,  It  is  a  rule  of  the  Dock  Com^ 
pany  that  if  A,  wishes  to  enable  a 
third  person  to  taste  the  wine,  A, 
is  to  sign,  and  to  give  to  such  person 
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an  order,  addressed  to  the  cooper 
of  the  Company,  which  when  coun- 
tersigned by  the  clerk  of  the  Com- 
pany, but  not  otherwise,  is  to  be  a 
sufficient  authority  to  the  cooper. 
The  prisoner  forged  a  tasting  order 
in  the  name  of  A,^  and  presented 
it  to  the  cooper:  it  had  not  the 
signature  of  the  clerk  of  the  Com- 
pany .  Heldt  (1).  That  this  instru- 
ment was  an  order.  (2).  That  it 
was  an  order  for  the  delivery  of 
goods  within  stat.  11  Geo.  4  and 
1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  10.   R.  v.  lUidge, 

404 

14.  See  Indictment,  24. 

15.  See  Indictment,  25. 


FORTHWITH. 


See  Warrant,  4. 


GAME. 


1.  See  Indictment,  7. 

2.  See  Time,  2. 


3.  See  Evidence,  18. 


GENUS. 


See  Note  to  R,  v.  Spicer,  83. 


GOODS. 


See  Indictment,  21. 


GRAMMAR. 

See  Indictment,  15. 


GROSS. 
See  Negligence,  1. 

GUARANTY. 
See  Forgery,  6. 


HAM. 


See  Indictment,  26. 


HEALTH. 


See  Note  to  Webb*s  Case,  346. 


HIGH  SEAS. 


See  Indictment,  9. 


HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
See  Marriage,  4. 


ILLEGITIMATE. 
See  Note  to  Waters'  Case,  362. 


IMPLICATION. 


Sec  Indictment,  12,  (9). 
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INDECENCY. 


See  NuiSAKCE,  1 


INDICTMENT. 

1.  Second  count  of  indictment  charged 
/.  0'B,y  that  he  on  27th  of  May, 
feloniously,  and  of  his  malice  a- 
forethought,  struck  deceased  with 
a  sticky  of  which  said  mortal  hlow 
deceased  died  on  the  29th  of  May, 
that  T.  R.,  D.  Z)..  &c.,  on  the  day 
and  year  first  aforesaid,  at  the 
parish  aforesaid,  feloniously,  and 
of  their  malice  aforethought,  were 
present  aiding  and  abetting  the  said 
/.  O^B.,  the  felony  last  aforesaid, 
to  do  and  commit ;  and  the  jurors, 
&c.,  say  that  the  said  J,  0*3,, 
T,  R.,  D.  D.,  &c.  him  the  deceased, 
in  manner  and  form  last  aforesaid, 
feloniously  and  of  their  malice 
aforethought  did  kill  and  murder. 

Third  Count,  charged  T.  R.  that  he 
on  the  27th  May,  a  certain  stone 
feloniously,  and  of  his  malice  afore- 
thought, cast  and  threw,  and  with 
the  said  stone  so  cast  and  thrown 
struck  deceased,  of  which  said  mor* 
tal  blow  deceased  died  on  29th 
May;  that  J.  O'B.,  D.  D.,  &c., 
(same  as  above). 

Objection  (1).  That  the  indictment 
was  inconsistent  in  charging  the 
principals  in  the  second  degree,  with 
committing  the  felony  at  the  time 
of  the  stroke,  whereas  it  was  no 
felony  till  the  time  of  the  death, 
(2).  That  the  general  verdict  of 
guilty,  lefl  it  uncertain  which  was 
the  cause  of  the   death,   the  stick 

VOL.  I. 


or  the  stone;  and  that  therefore 
no  judgment  could  be  entered  on 
either. 
Held,  ( 1 ).  The  form  of  the  indictment 
good.  (2).  The  alleged  generality 
of  the  verdict  immaterial,  the  mode 
of  death  being  substantially  the 
same.  R,  v.  John  0*Brian  and 
others,  9 

2.  Indictment  under  11  Oeo,  4  and 
1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  8.  20,  for  destroy- 
ing, defacing,  and  injuring  a  register 
of  baptisms,  marriages,  and  burials. 
Objection  (1).  That  there  was  nei- 
ther a  destroying,  defacing,  nor  in- 
juring within  the  statute,  because 
the  register,  when  produced,  had  the 
torn  piece  pasted  in,  and  was  as 
legible  as  before.  (2).  That  the  in- 
dictment was  bad  for  uncertainty, 
for  alleging  three  distinct  and  dif- 
ferent offences.  (3).  For  not  con- 
taining an  express  averment  of  a 
scienter.  Indictment  held  good  on 
all  points.     R,  v.  Bowen,  22 

3.  A,  and  B,  indicted  for  the  murder 
of  C.  by  shooting  him  with  a  gun. 
In  first  count,  A,  was  charged  as 
principal  in  first  degree,  B.,  as  prc« 
sent  aiding  and  abetting  him.  In 
second  count,  ^.,  as  principal  in  first 
degree,  A.  as  aiding  and  abetting. 
The  jury  convicted  both,  but  said, 
they  were  not  satisfied  as  to  which 
fired  the  gun.  Held,  (1).  That 
the  jury  were  not  bound  to  find 
the  prisoners  guilty  of  one  or  other 
ofthe  counts  only.  (2).  (MauleJ. 
dissentiente),  that  notwithstanding 
the  word  '*  afterwards"  in  the  se- 
cond count,  both  the  counts  related 
substantially  to  the  same  person 
killed,  and  to  one  killing,  and  might 
have  been  transposed  without  any 

u  u 
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alteration  of  time  or  meaning.     R. 
V.  Downing  and  Powys,  52 

4.  See  Forgery,  4. 

5.  Prisoner  charged  in  one  count  of 
the  indictment  with  stealing  a 
cheque  for  13^  ds.  7d. :  in  another 
count  for  stealing  a  piece  of  paper 
value  one  penny.  Heldf  that  sup- 
posing the  cheque  to  have  heen  a 
void  cheque  (as  being  contrary  to 
the  provisions  of  stat.  55  Geo.  3, 
c.  184),  it  would  still  sustain  the 
charge  laid  in  the  second  count.  R, 
V.  Perry,  69 

6.  Indictment  stated  that  the  prisoner, 
a  single  woman,  on  27th  August, 
1844,  brought  forth  a  male  child 
alive ;  that  she  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
killed  the  said  child.  Objection, 
that  the  judgment  ought  to  have 
either  stated  the  name  of  the  child, 
or  that  its  name  was  unknown  to 
the  jurors;  overruled  by  Cole- 
ridge J.,  at  the  trial,  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  no  presumption, 
from  the  mere  fact  of  birth,  that  the 
child  had  a  name,  it  being  a  bas- 
tard :  that  the  indictment  afforded 
no  presumption  of  its  having  ac- 
quired a  name  by  reputation  or 
baptism :  that  an  averment  that 
the  name  was  unknown,  implied 
the  acquisition  of  some  name  ;  con- 
viction held  right.    R.  v.  Willis,  80 

7.  Indictment  under  stat.  2  Geo.  4, 
c.  69,  s.  9,  (against  night  poaching), 
charged  A.  B.,  and  six  others, 
"  that  they  being  respectively  armed 
with  guns,  and  other  offensive 
weapons,  entered,  &c."  A.  and  B. 
were  each  proved  to  be  armed  with 


a  gun,  the  other  six  with  bludgeons. 
Objections  :  that  the  averment 
"  other  offensive  weapons,"  (not 
specifying  what)  made  the  arming 
of  the  other  six  only  constructive; 
which  was  not  sufficient  to  bring 
them  within  the  statute.  Indict- 
ment held  good.  R.  V.  GoodfeUow 
and  Oibersj  81 

8.  Prisoner  indicted  under  stat.  7  &  8 
Geo.  4,  0.  29,  s.  25,  for  stealing 
"  sheep."  The  jury  found  that  the 
animal  so  described  was  a  "  lamb." 
Indictment  held  good.  R^T.Spieer, 

82 

9.  An  indictment  under  stat.  7  Via. 
c.  2,  (for  the  more  speedy  trial  of 
offences  committed  on  the  h%h 
seas),  need  not  contain  an  averment 
that  the  offence  was  committed 
*'  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Ad- 
miralty." R.  v;  W.  Jonei  andAno- 
tker,  101 

10.  The  sUt  5  &  6  Wm.  4,  e.  76, 
8.  34,  (Municipal  Corporation  Act), 
makes  it  a  misdemeanor  for  a  bur- 
gess wilfully  to  make  a  false  an- 
swer to  any  of  the  questions  therein 
specified.  The  indictment  charged 
(in  the  four  first  counts)  that  "  the 
defendant  falsely  and  fraudtdently 
answered,  &c."  Held,  bad  for  omit- 
ting **  wilfully." 

In  the  two  last  counts,  that  the 
defendant /a2se/y,  fraudulently,  de^ 
eeitfuUy,  and  contrary  to,  and  in 
fraud  of  the  said  statute,  did  per- 
sonate  one  J.  H.  Held,  (1).  That 
this  was  no  offence  under  the  sta- 
tute, no  offence  so  described  being 
specified  therein.  (2).  That  it  was 
no  offence  at  common  law,  either  in 
itself,  or  as  a  violation  (in  effect) 
of  a  statutory  prohibition,  because 
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(if  it  were)  the  statute  in  the  same 
clause  created  the  offence  and  pro- 
vided the  penalty.  R.  ▼.  Bent,  157. 

11.  See  Sacrilege. 

12.  (1).  In  an  indictment  for  dis* 
obeying  an  order  of  two  justices 
made  under  stat.  53  Geo.  3,  c.  127, 
for  the  payment  of  a  church  rate, 
an  averment  stating  {inter  alia)  by 
way  of  inducement,  that  a  rate  was 
duly  made  as  by  law  in  that  behalf 
required,  and  that  the  same  was 
afterwards  duly  aUowed,  as  by  law 
in  that  behalf  required,  &c,,  and 
that  the  defendant  was  in  and  by 
the  said  rate  duly  rated,  &c.,  is 
sufficient,  without  setting  out  the 
facts  which  constituted  the  alleged 
due  making,  allowance  and  rating 
aforesaid. 

(2).  Such  an  averment  would 
not  be  sufficient,  where  it  purported 
to  be  an  allegation  of  the  matter  of 
the  offence  itself,  and  not  merely  by 
way  of  inducement. 

(3).  Where  the  same  count  of 
the  indictment,  after  the  above  aver- 
ment by  way  of  inducement,  went 
on  to  aver  {inter  alia)  an  informa- 
tion by  the  proper  parties  to  the 
justice  by  whom  the  warrant  was 
issued,  that  the  said  rate  was  duly 
made,  &&,  and  that  the  same  was 
afterwards  duly  allowed,  &c.,  and 
that  the  defendant  was  duly  rated, 
&c.,  and  that  the  party  refused  to 
pay,  such  information  as  above  will 
give  jurisdiction  to  justices  making 
the  order,  irrespective  of  the  truth  of 
the  facts  deposed  to:  and  that 
therefore  the  count  would  have  been 
sufficient^  even  had  the  above  aver- 


ment by  way  of  inducement  been 
insufficient,  or  omitted. 

(4).  Under  stat.  58  Geo.  3. 
c.  127,  s.  7,  the  fact  of  a  rate  duly 
imposed  on  a  party^  and  the  non- 
payment of  it  by  such  party  are 
not  conditions  precedent  to  the 
jurisdiction  by  the  justices  to  make 
an  order  for  payment :  and  there- 
fore an  order  purporting  to  be  made 
on  such  an  information  as  is  above 
given,  would  be  valid,  and  could  be 
enforced  whether  de  facto  there  was 
a  proper  rate,  and  a  proper  demand 
and  refusal,  or  not. 

(5).  It  is  sufficient  in  an  indict- 
ment to  aver  that  the  churchwar- 
dens were  authorized  to  collect  and 
receive  the  rate  at  the  time  of  the 
refusal,  without  averring  that  they 
were  so  at  the  time  of  the  demand. 
(6).  A  warrant  (by  way  of  sum- 
mons) whereof  the  mandatory  part 
is  substantially  set  forth,  but  the 
inducement  merely  as  follows: — 
'*  after  reciting  as  is  therein  recited'* 
— is  sufficiently  averred :  such  war- 
rant need  not  be  dated. 

(7).  It  will  be  intended  in  favour 
of  an  order  that  the  above  warrant 
was  served  a  reasonable  time  before 
the  day  of  appearance,  as  otherwise 
the  justices  would  have  acted  un- 
justly in  making  the  order,  which 
will  not  be  presumed. 

(8).  The  order  need  not  be  set 
out-  according  to  the  tenor ;  the 
•ubstance  of  it  is  sufficient. 

(9).  If  in  the  indictment  it  suffi- 
ciently appears  by  implication  that 
the  rate  was  in  force  when  the  order 
was  made,  that  fact  need  not  be 
positively  averred. 

(10).  SemblCf    under    stat.    48 
u  u  2 


622 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


Elh.  c.  2,  B.  4,  in  a  special  plea  by 
a  justice  to  an  action  of  trespass,  it 
would  be  enough  to  state  "  a  poor 
rate  duly  published,  and  that  tlie 
plaintiff  was  an  occupier  and  rated, 
and  that  there  was  a  complaint  on 
oath  by  the  overseer  that  he  did  not 
fay  on  demand^  and  that  such  fact 
was  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  justice,*'  even  though  it  might 
turn  out  on  further  inquiry  that 
there  had  not  in  truth  or  fact  been 
any  such  demand  and  refusal  as 
was  alleged  before  the  justice.  R. 
y.  BidweU,  222 

18.  See  Perjury,  1. 

14.  Prisoner  indicted  in  first  count 
for  obtaining  from  prosecutor  an 
order  for  the  payment  of  14^  \s,  2d, 
by  false  pretences,  with  intent  to 
defraud  him  of  the  same.  In  second 
count,  for  obtaining  an  order  for 
16/.  2s.  Sd,  with  intent  to  defraud 
the  prosecutor  of  part  of  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof,  to  wit,  6s,  6d. 

Evidence  as  to  the  first  count,  that  the 
prisoner  only  intended  to  defraud 
prosecutor  of  7*.,  as  the  rest  of  the 
money  was  really  due.  Second 
count  proved  as  laid.  General  ver- 
dict of  guilty. 

Held :  first  count  proved.  A  sepa- 
rate sentence  recommended  to  be 
passed  on  the  other  count.  R,  v. 
Leonard,  *d04 

15.  Indictment  ungrammatical,  not 
bad  if  the  real  meaning  is  suffi- 
ciently expressed.    R,    v.    Stokes, 

307 

16.  See  Forgery,  11. 

17.  See  Nuisance. 


18.  Prisoner  charged  in  first  count. 
"  that  she  in  and  upon  a  certain 
infant  female  child  bom  of  the  body 
of  her  the  said  S.  W.,  and  of  tender 
age,  to  wit,  of  about  the  age  of  two 
days,  and  not  named,"  feloniously 
made  an  assault,  &c.,  and  caused 
to  take  poison,  and  so  murdered 
her.  In  second  count,  "that  the 
said  S.  W.  in  and  upon  the  said 
infant  female  child  so  bom  of  the 
body  of  her  the  said  S.  W.  and  not 
named  as  aforesaid,  &c.,  feloniously 
did  make  an  assault,  and  that  she, 
the  said  S.  W.,  the  said  infant 
female  child,  in  and  upon  a  heap  of 
ashes,  &c.,  wilfully,  &c.,  did  cast, 
&c.,  and  did  then  and  there  leave 
the  said  infant  female  chDd,  &c., 
in  the  open  air,  &c.,  exposed  to  the 
cold  air,  &c.,  of  which  said  expo- 
sure, and  of  the  chilling  thereby 
caused,  the  said  infant  female  child 
then  and  there  died,  and  so,  &c" 

Held,  {I).  That  there  is  a  difference 
between  an  indictmeut  which  is 
bad  for  charging  an  act  which  as 
laid  is  no  crime,  and  an  indictment 
which  is  bad  for  charging  a  crime 
defectively.  The  latter  may  be 
aided  by  verdict,  the  former  cannot. 
(2).  That  the  words  '^  said  female 
infant  child  so  bom  of  the  body  of 
her  the  said  S,  W*^  did  not  incor- 
porate by  reference  the  description 
of  the  child  given  in  the  first  count, 
viz.,  that  it  was  of  tender  age.  (3). 
That  the  second  cotmt  was,  there- 
fore, defective  in  not  shewing  that 
the  child  was  able  to  take  care  of 
itself.  (4).  That  had  the  act  of 
the  prisoner  charged  in  that  count 
been  a  nonfeasance,  the  indictment 
would  have  been  bad  after  verdict. 
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(5).  That  as  it  was  a  misfeasance, 
and  the  death  of  the  child  was  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  thereby,  the 
defective  statement  in  the  indict- 
ment must  be  taken  to  be  supplied 
by  the  verdict.  (6).  "  Not  named,*' 
is  a  sufficient  description  of  the 
child  :  "  not  baptized/*  would  be 
insufficient  (7)-  Qucere,  whether 
an  averment  that  a  child  is  of  tender 
age  imports  an  inability  in  the  child 
to  take  care  of  itself  ?  R,  v.  Sarah 
Waters,  '  356 

19.  y/.  B,  and  C.  were  indicted  for 
stealing  sheep  in  Dorsetshire.  The 
indictment  in  Count  7»  also  charged 
C,  as  for  a  substantive  felony,  with 
receiving  the  sheep  in  Somerset- 
shiret  without  naming  any  one  as 
the  thief.  The  indictment  was  laid, 
found,  and  tried,  in  Dorsetshire,  C» 
was  found  guilty  on  the  7th  Count 
only.  //eW,(l).  That  the  7th  Count 
was  bad,  as  shewing  no  jurisdiction 
in  Dorsetshire,  (2).  Counsel  will 
he  heard  for  the  Crown,  though  no 
counsel  appears  for  the  prisoner. 
R.  V.  Martin,  398 

20.  An  indictment  for  larceny,  con- 
taining several  counts,  describing 
the  goods  stolen  as  the  property  of 
different  persons,  may  contain  a  like 
set  of  counts  for  receiving  those 
goods.     R.  V.  Beetofif  414 

21.  An  indictment  charging  A.  with 
larceny,  in  stealing  two  pieces  of 
the  current  silver  coin  of  the  realm 
called  shillings,  of  the  value  of  two 
shillings  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  B,,  held  good.  For  though 
goods  and  chattels  is  not  the  legal 
description  of  money,  those  words 
may  be  rejected  as  surplusa|^,  and 
the  words  *'  of  B,**  sufficiently  de- 


scribe the  money  as  being  the  pro- 
perty of  B,     R,  y,  Radley,       45 « 

22.  Indictment  charged  A,  with  un- 
lawfully leaving  a  child  of  a  month 
old  of  which  she  had  the  care,  in  a 
highway  in  the  parish  of  ^•,  with 
intent  to  burthen  the  said  parish 
with  the  maintenance  of  the  said 
child.  Held,  bad,  (1)  for  not  nega- 
tiving the  settlement  of  the  child 
in  parish  B,  (2).  For  not  alleging 
any  injury  done  to  the*  child  by  the 
act  of  the  prisoner.     R.  v.  Cooper, 

459 

23.  A,  B,  a  bankrupt,  was  indicted 
under  stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122, 
s.  32,  for  not  discovering  all  his  real 
estate,  &c.,  upon  his  examination 
before  the  commissioner  of  bank- 
ruptcy. The  charge  in  the  indict- 
ment was  that  the  said  A.  B.  '*  sur- 
rendered himself,  &c.,  and  was  then 
and  there  duly  sworn,  &c,  and  duly 
submitted  himself  to  be  examined, 
&c.,  and  that  at  the  time  of  his  said 
examination,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid,  he  was  pos- 
sessed of  a  certain  real  estate*  to 
wit,  &c.,  and  that  at  the  time  of  his 
said  examination,  and  being  so 
sworn  as  aforesaid,  he  then  and 
there  feloniously  did  not  discover 
when  he  disposed  of,  assigned,  and 
transferred  the  said  real  estate,"  &c 

Held,  that  the  indictment  was 
bad  for  repugnancy,  as  it  charged 
the  prisoner  with  not  discovering, 
at  the  time  of  his  examination,  when 
he  disposed  of  an  estate,  which  was 
averred  to  be  in  his  possession  at 
the  time  of  his  examination. 

Quoirc,  whether  tlie  indictment  is 
open  to  the  objection,  that  it  con- 
tains no  averment  that  the  bankrupt 
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had  been  examined,  and  is  there- 
fore bad.     R.  v.  Harris,  461 
24.  Indictment  in  7th  Count  charged 
that  F.   E.    Toshack    unlawfully, 
knowingly,  &c.,  did  forge  a  certain 
writing,  to  the  likeness  of,  and  as 
and  for  a  true  and  genuine  writing 
of  and  under  the  hand  of  one  fV, 
Neihon,  as  master  of  a  vessel  called 
••  The  Ruckers"  certifying  that  he 
the  said  F.  E,  Toshack  had  served 
with  the  said   W,  Neilson  as  able 
seaman  on   board  the  said  vessel 
from  4th  November,  1842,  till  1st 
January,   1845,  and   during  such 
time  conducted  himself  in  a  sober 
and  orderly   manner,   with   intent 
thereby,    &c.,   to   deceive,   injure, 
&c.,  A.  B,  C,  and  D.,  to  the  great 
injury,  &c.,  of  the  said  A,  B,  C. 
and  2).,  to  the  evil,  &c.  example  of 
all  other  persons  in  the  like  case 
offending,  and  against  the  peace, 
&c. 

8th  Count,  same  as  above,  with 
intent  to  deceive,  &c.,  the  Corpora- 
tion of  the  Trinity  House, 

Both  Counts  held  good  at  com- 
mon law.     R.  V.  Toshack,         492 

25.  A,  indicted  at  the  Central  Cri- 
minal Court  for  forgery.  He  was 
not  shewn  either  to  have  com- 
mitted the  forgery,  or  ever  to  have 
been  in  custody  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  said  Court  till  the 
moment  before  his  trial,  when  he 
surrendered  in  discharge  of  his  bail. 
Held,  that  he  was  triable  in  that 
Court  under  stat.  11  Geo,  4  and 
1  Wm,  4,  c.  QQ,  s.  24,  as  being  in 
custody  within  its  jurisdiction.  R, 
V.  Smythies,  498 

26.  An  indictment  stated  that  the 
prisoner   stole   *'  one  ham   of    the 


value  of  10«.  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  one  T,  H.*'  Held,  a 
sufficient  description  of  the  property 
stolen.    R.  v.  Gallears,  501 

27.  The  indictment  stated  that  the 
prisoner  "  did  unlawfully  attempt 
and  endeavour  fraudulently,  fidsely 
and  unlawfully  to  obtain  from  the 
Agriculturist  Cattle  Insurance  Cam- 
pany  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit, 
the  sum  of  22/.  lOs.,  with  intent 
thereby  then  and  there  to  cheat  and 
defraud  the  said  Company,  &c. 
Held,  (I).  That  the  nature  of  the 
attempt  was  not  sufficiently  set 
forth.  (2).  That  the  indictment  did 
not  contain  facts  amounting  to  a 
statement  of  a  misdemeanor,  aa  the 
money  was  not  laid  to  be  the  pro- 
perty of  any  one.  R.  v.  Marsh  and 
Lord,  505 

28.  See  False  PaETENCEa,  4. 

29.  (1).  An  indictment  charging  a 
stealing  of  one  or  more  specific 
thing  or  things,  is  not  supported, 
except  by  proof  of  some  one  or  more 
of  the  specific  things  so  charged. 

Therefore,  an  indictment  charging  a 
stealing  of  seventy  pieces  of  the 
current  coin  of  the  realm  called 
sovereigns,  of  the  value  of  70/.,  140 
pieces.  Sec,  called  half  sovereigns, 
&c.,  500  pieces,  &c.,  called  crowns, 
&c.,  is  not  supported  by  proof  of 
a  stealing  of  a  sum  of  money,  con- 
sisting of  some  or  other  of  the  coins 
mentioned  in  the  indictment,  with- 
out proof  of  some  one  or  more  of  the 
specific  coins  there  charged  to  have 
been  stolen. 

(2^.  On  24th  October,  prisoner, 
when  before  the  committing  magis- 
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trate,  and  after  being  cautioned  by 
him  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
statute  11  &  12  Viet,  c.  42,  s.  18, 
(omitting  the  proviso),  makes  a 
statement,  which  is  taken  down  in 
writing,  but  not  signed  by  him  or 
by  the  magistrate.  He  is  remanded, 
and  on  31st  October,  brought  again 
before  the  magistrate ;  no  new  wit- 
nesses are  examined,  but  the  pri- 
soner's attorney  puts  some  questions 
to  a  witness  who  had  been  examined 
before.  The  prisoner  is  again  cau- 
tioned, but  declines  to  make  any 
statement. 

Heldf  that  the  statement  made  on  24th 
October  was  admissible  in  evidence 
at  the  trial. 

SembUf  per  Aldeeson  B.  Substances 
mechanically  mixed,  should  not  be 
described  in  an  indictment  as  "a 
certain  mixture  consisting  of,  &c.," 
but  by  the  names  applicable  to 
them  before  such  mixture.  Seeus, 
with  regard  to  substances  chemi- 
cally mixed.    R,  v.  Bond^        517 

80.  See  Embezzlement,  4. 


INDORSEMENT. 
See  FoROEEY,  2,  8. 


INDUCEMENT. 


1.  See  Indictment,  12.  (1,  2,  3.  6.) 

2.  See  Examination,  1. 


INFORMATION. 


See  Indictment,  12,  (3). 


INSUFFICIENCY. 


See  Indictment,  27* 


INTENDMENT. 


See  Indictment,  12,  (7)« 


INTENT. 


1 .  See  Forgery,  4. 


2.  See  Indictment,  14. 

3.  See  False  Pretences,  4. 

4.  See  Larceny,  4,  5.  7.  119(2).  12. 

14.  21 


JUDGE. 
See  Evidence,  20. 


JUDGMENT. 


1.  See  Jurisdiction,  5. 


JURISDICTION. 

1.  See  Indictment,  9.  19. 

2.  See  Murder,  8. 

3.  See  Nuisance,  1. 

4.  See  Indictment,  25. 

5.  This  Court  has  no  jurisdiction, 
either  from  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c. 
78,  or  any  other  source,  to  review 
a  judgment  given  against  a  prisoner 
on  a  general  demurrer  to  an  indict- 
ment, by  the  Judge  before  whom 
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the  prisoner  took  his  trial.  Such 
a  judgment  can  only  be  reviewed 
on  a  writ  of  error. 
Held,  by  Alderson  B.,  Cresswell  J. 
and  V.  Williams  J.,  at  the  Central 
Criminal  Court,  that  on  general 
demurrer  to  an  indictment,  under 
Stat.  1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  fVm,  4,  c. 
66t  8.  19.  (Felony).  Judgment 
for  the  Crown  must  be  final.  R,  v. 
Faderman  and  others,  565 


JURY  DE  MEDIETATE. 


See  Marriage,  4. 


JUSTICES. 


1.  See  Indictment,  12. 


2.  See  Examination,  1. 


3.  See  Warrant,  4. 


LARCENY. 

1.  A,  went  to  ^.'s  shop  and  said  he 
had  come  from  C,  for  some  hams, 
&c.,  and  at  the  same  time  produced 
a  note  in  the  following  terms : — 
"  Have  the  goodness  to  give  the 
bearer  ten  good  thick  sides  of  bacon, 
and  four  good  showy  hams  at  the 
lowest  price.  1  shall  be  in  town 
on  Thursday  next,  and  will  call 
and  pay  you.  Yours,  &c.,  C"  B, 
thereupon  delivered  the  hams  to  y/. 
The  note  was  forged,  and  y^,  had 
no   authority    from    C.     Held,  A, 


was  not  guilty  of  larceny.     R>  v. 
Adams  and  Haden,  38 

2.  See  Indictment.  5. 

3.  See  Sacrilege. 

4.  A,  servant  of  B.  applied  for  at  the 
Post-office,  and  received  all  tlie 
letters  addressed  to  B.  She  de- 
livered tbem  all  to  B.,  except  one, 
whicb  she  burned.  Her  motive  for 
destroying  it  was  the  hope  of  sup- 
pressing inquiries  respecting  her 
character.  Held,  a  larceny  :  and 
that  supposing  /tiers  causd  to  be  a 
necessary  ingredient  therein  (which 
the  Court  did  not  admit)  there  was 
a  sufficient  lucrum  proved.  R.  v. 
EUzabeth  Jones,  188 

5.  Prisoners  charged  with  stealing 
tbeir  master's  oats.  Proved  that 
they  took  them  wrongfully  to  give 
to  their  master's  horses,  without 
any  end  of  gain  to  themselves. 
Held,  a  larceny.  R.  v.  Privett  and 
Goodhall,  193 

6.  Any  letter  posted  in  the  ordinary 
way,  whatever  be  its  address  or 
object,  is  a  post  letter  within  stat. 
1  Fict,  c.  36,  ss.  26.  47,  and  the 
stealing  such  letter  punishable  ac- 
cordingly.    R.  V.  Young,  194 

7.  A  letter  carrier  between  A,  and  B. 
is  entrusted  at  A,  with  two  directed 
envelopes,  each  containing  a  5^. 
note,  to  deliver  at  B.  He  delivers 
the  envelopes  at  B.,  having  pre- 
viously taken  out  the  two  notes. 
Verdict,  guilty,  but  that  he  had  no 
intention  of  stealing  the  notes  when 
given  to  him  at  A,  Held,  no  lar- 
ceny.    R,  V.  Glass,  215 

8.  See  Embezzlement,  3. 
'  y.  See  Verdict,  1. 
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10.  (1).  ^*  having  possession  of  ^.*s 
horse,  as  bailee,  puts  it  into  C.'s 
stable.  B.  tells  A.  that  he  must 
keep  the  horse  no  longer,  and  orders 
C.  not  to  let  A,  take  it  out  of 
the  stable.  A.  fraudulently  regains 
possession  of  it.    Held,  a  larceny. 

(2).  That  the  facts  proved  fur- 
nished ample  evidence  to  warrant 
the  jury  in  finding  that  the  bail- 
ment had  been  determined. 

(3).  A  fraudulent  taking  after  a 
mere  countermand  of  a  bailment, 
without  a  resumption  of  possession 
by  the  bailor,  is  not  a  larceny.  R, 
V.  John  Distin  Stear,  349 

11.  The  prisoner,  a  man  in  the  em- 
ploy of  the  Post-office,  was  tried 
under  stat.  7  IVm.  4  and  1  Fict. 
c.  36,  s.  26,  on  an  indictment  which 
charged  him  in  the^r^^  count  with 
stealing ;  in  the  second,  with  secret- 
ing letters,  &c.  The  jury  found 
**  that  the  prisoner  having  com- 
mitted a  mistake  in  the  sorting  of 
the  letters  in  question,  secreted 
them  in  the  water  closet,  in  order 
to  avoid  the  supposed  penalty  at- 
tached to  such  mistake."  Held,  (l). 
That  this  was  a  verdict  of  guilty  on 
both  counts.  (2).  That  the  count 
for  secreting  need  not  aver  any 
purpose  or  intent  whatever.  R.  v. 
Wffnn,  365 

12.  Prisoner  indicted  for  stealing 
skins  of  leather.  Special  verdict, 
"  That  the  prisoner  took  the  skins, 
not  with  intent  to  sell  or  dispose  of 
them,  but  to  bring  them  in  and 
charge  them  as  his  own  work,  and 
to  get  paid  by  his  master  for  them." 
They  had  not  been  dressed  by  the 
prisoner,  but  by  another  workman. 
Held  {I).  Not  a  larceny.  (2).  The 


Court  will  not  send  back  a  case  to 
be  re-stated,  except  under  special 
circumstances.  R,  v.  HoUoway^  370 

13.  liA.  takes  ^.'s  goods  wrongfully, 
and  offers  them  for  sale  to  B,  as 
the  goods  of  another,  he  is  guilty  of 
larceny.     R.  v.  John  Hall,        381 

14.  If  A.  find  the  chattel  of  another, 
and  instantly  appropriate  it,  animo 
furandi,  that  is  with  the  intent  of 
usurping  the  entire  dominion  over 
it,  but  under  such  circumstances  as 
to  warrant  a  jury  in  finding  that  at 
the  time  of  the  appropriation  he 
really  believed  that  the  owner  could 
neither  find  the  chattel  nor  be 
found  himself,  such  appropiiation 
is  not  larceny.  The  mere  taking 
up  a  chattel  to  look  at  it,  is  not  an 
appropriation  of  it  R.y,  Thurbom, 

387 

15.  See  Note  to  Hollow at's  Case, 

376 

16.  See  Indictment,  26. 

17.  If  ^.  obtain  the  chattel  of  another 
rightfully  in  the  first  instance,  he 
cannot,  by  a  subsequent  wrongful 
appropriation  of  such  chattel  to  his 
own  use,  become  guilty  of  larceny. 
R.  V.  Thristle,  502 

18.  See  Indictment,  29. 

19.  A,  assists  the  wife  of  B.  to  take 
^.*s  goods,  which  were  afterwards 
used  by  them  in  common,  without 
the  consent  of  B.  Held,  evidence 
to  warrant  a  conviction  against  A, 
of  larceny.  See  note  (a).  R»  v. 
Thompson,  549 

20.  A  servant  who  receives  goods 
from   his  master  on   the  master's 
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account,  and  wrongfully  appro- 
priates them,  is  not  guilty  of  em- 
bezzlementi  but  of  larceny.  R.  v, 
Hawkins  f  584 

21.  Prisoner,  a  drover,  was  employed 
by  A.  and  B.f  pig  jobbers  at  JV., 
to  take  some  pigs  by  railway,  and 
deliver  them  to  C  at  Z.,  and  bring 
back  to  A,  and  B.  such  price  as  C. 
should  give  for  them.  No  instruc- 
tions were  given  to  the  prisoner  as 
to  what  he  was  to  do  with  them,  if 
C  refused  to  buy  them.  No  bar- 
gain was  made  between  A.  and  B. 
and  the  prisoner  as  to  his  remu- 
neration for  the  job  ;  but  the  cus- 
tom of  the  trade  was  to  pay  for 
such  jobs  by  the  day ;  nor  was  any- 
thing said  as  to  the  prisoner's  right 
to  take  cattle  from  any  other  per- 
son at  the  same  time ;  but  by  the 
custom  of  the  trade  he  would  have 
had  such  right. 

On  his  arrival  at  Z.,  C.  was  from 
home,  and  his  wife  refused  to  take 
the  pigs ;  the  prisoner  thereupon 
sold  the  pigs  to  another  person  in 
the  market,  and  absconded  with  the 
purchase  money :  Held,  not  guilty 
of  larceny,  as  at  the  time  of  receiv- 
ing the  pigs  from  the  owners  he  was 
not  their  servant ;  but  by  the  re- 
ceipt became  a  bailee,  and  at  that 
time  had  no  intention  of  stealing. 
Jt.  V.  Hey,  602 

LAW  OF  NATIONS. 
See  Murder,  3. 

LEASE. ' 
See  Note  to  Radlst's  Cass,  452. 


LEGITIMATE. 


See  Note  to  Waters'  Case,  362. 


LETTER. 


1.  See  Threatening  Letter,  1,  2. 


2.  See  Larceny,  4.  6,  ?•  H* 

3.  See  False  Pretences,  6. 


LICENCE. 
See  Oath,  I. 


MALICE. 


See  Wounding,  1, 


MARRIAGE. 

1.  See  Bigamy. 

2.  See  Perjury. 

3.  See  Oath,  1. 

4.  M.  M.f  a  native  of  SwiUeriandf 
in  1847  became  the  wife  of  F.  M., 
a  natural  bom  subject  of  this  realm. 
In  1849,  the  husband  and  wife 
were  jointly  indicted  for  murder: 
Held,  that  under  the  stat  7  &  8 
FieL  c.  66,  s.  15,  M.  M.  was  by 
her  marriage  naturalized  to  all  in- 
tents and  purposes,  and  therefore 
was  not  entitled  to  be  tried  by  a 
jury  de  medieUUe  Unguce.  R.  v. 
MaimMgt,  467 
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MASTER. 


1.  See  Larcsnt,  5.  12.  20.  21. 

2.  See  Embezzlement,  3. 

3.  See  Forge  RT,  10. 


MECHANICAL. 


See  Indictment,  29. 


MEDICAL  MAN. 


1.  See  Evidence,  20. 


2.  See  Assault,  4. 


MISCARRIAGE. 


See  Abortion,  1. 


MISCHIEF. 


See  Note  to  Waters'  Case,  361. 


MISDEMEANOR. 


1.  See  Rape,  (1). 

2.  See  Oath,  (1). 


3.  See  Indictment,  27. 


MISFEASANCE. 


See  Indictment,  18,  (5). 


MIXTURE. 


See  Indictment,  29. 


MONEY. 


See  Indictment,  21.  29. 


MURDER. 

1.  See  Indictment,  (1). 

2.  See  Indictment,  (3). 

3.  On  26th  Feb.  1845,  the  Felieidade, 
a  BraiUian  schooner,  fitted  up  as 
a  slaver,  surrendered  to  the  armed 
boats  of  H.  M.  ship  Wasp.  She 
had  no  slaves  on  board.  The  cap- 
tain and  all  his  crew,  except  Majavel^ 
and  three  others  were  taken  out  of 
her  and  put  on  board  the  Wasp. 
On  the  27th  Feb.  the  three  others 
were  taken  out  of  her  and  put  on 
board  the  Wasp  also.  Cerqueira, 
the  captain,  was  sent  back  to  the 
Felieidade,  which  was  then  manned 
with  sixteen  British  seamen,  and 
placed  under  the  command  of  Lieut. 
Stupart,  The  lieutenant  was  di- 
rected to  steer  in  pursuit  of  a  vessel 
seen  from  the  Wasp,  which  even- 
tually turned  out  to  be  the  Echo,  a 
Brazilian  brigantine,  having  slaves 
on  board,  and  commanded  by  Serva, 
one  of  the  prisoners.  After  a  chase 
of  two  days  and  nights  the  Echo 
surrendered,  and  was  then  taken 
possession  of  by  Mr.  Palmer,  a 
midshipman,  who  went  on  board 
her,  and  sent  Serva  and  eleven  of 
the  crew  of  the  Echo  to  the  Felici' 
dade.  The  next  morning  Lieut. 
Stupart  took  command  of  the  Echo, 
and  placed  Mr.  Palmer  and  nine 
British  seamen  on  board  the  Felici' 

• 

dade,  in  charge  of  her  and  of  the 
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prisoners  (charged  in  the  indict- 
ment). 

The  prisoners  shortly  afler  rose 
on  Mr.  Palmer  and  his  crew,  killed 
them  all,  and  ran  away  with  the 
vessel.  She  was  recaptured  hy  a 
British  vessel,  and  the  prisoners 
brought  to  this  country  to  take  their 
trial  for  murder.  The  jury  found 
them  guilty. 

On  a  case  reserved  for  the  opi- 
nion of  the  Judges,  several  points 
were  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the 
prisoners  :  the  conviction  was  held 
wrong.     R,  v.  Serva  and  Others, 

104 

4.  An  indictment  for  murder,  by  in- 
flicting a  mortal  wound,  is  sup- 
ported by  proof  of  a  blow,  which 
caused  an  internal  breach  of  the 
skin,  though  externally  there  were 
only  the  appearances  of  a  bruise. 
Qucere^  whether  such  an  allegation 
would  have  been  sufficient  in  an 
indictment  on  the  statute  for  cutting 
or  wounding,  with  intent  to  murder, 
&c.  &c.     R,  V.  Warman,  183 

5.  See  Marriage,  4. 


NAME. 


1.  See  Indictment,  6.  18. 

2.  Sec  Forgery,  9. 


3.  See  Note  to  Waters'  Case,  362. 


NATURALIZATION. 


See  Marriage,  4. 


NEGLIGENCE. 


See  Note  to  Waters*  Case,  361. 


NONFEASANCE. 


See  Indictment,  18,  (f). 


NUISANCE. 

1.  (1).  An  indecent  exposure  in  a 
place  of  public  resort,  if  actually 
seen  only  by  one  person,  no  other 
person  being  in  a  position  to  see  it, 
is  not  a  common  nuisance. 

(2).  The  averment  in  an  indict- 
ment, "in  the  sight  and  view  of 
B,,**  does  not  mean  that  B.  actually 
saw  it,  but  only  that  he  might 
have  seen  it,  had  he  chanced  to 
look. 

(3).  Quaere,  whether  an  aver- 
ment in  an  indictment  "  that  A, 
unlawfully,  &c.  did  expose  and 
exhibit,  &c.  in  the  presence  of  B., 
and  divers  others,  &c.,  then  and 
there  being,  &c.,*'  is  sufficient  in 
arrest  of  judgment 

(4).  The  Court  created  by  stat. 
li  &  12  Vict,  c.  78,  has  jurisdic- 
tion in  questions  arising  on  the 
record,  when  reserved  on  the  trial 
by  the  Judge.     R.  v.  IVebb,      338 

NULLITY. 
See  Order  of  Justices. 


OATH. 


1 .  A,  was  indicted  for  making  a  false 
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oath  before  a  surrogate,  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  a  marriage 
licence.  Heldt  (1).  That  a  sur- 
rogate has  a  general  power  to  ad- 
minister an  oath  in  that  behalf, 
so  as  to  make  a  false  oath  a  mis- 
demeanor. (2).  That  such  false 
oath  is  a  misdemeanor,  as  being 
made  with  a  fraudulent  intention  in 
a  matter  of  public  concern.  (3). 
That  it  is  immaterial  whether  the 
marriage  actually  took  place  or  no. 
(4).  QtuEre^  whether  such  false 
oath  be  indictable  as  peijury.  R. 
V.  Cbapmany  432 


OATS. 


See  LARCEN:ir,  5. 


OF. 


See  Indictment,  21, 


ORDER. 


1.  See  Warrant,  I. 


2.  See  Forgery,  4.  13. 


ORDER  OF  JUSTICES. 

1.  See  Indictment,  12. 

2.  If  a  Court  of  petty  sessions  hear 
an  application  for  an  order  in 
bastardy,  and  thereupon  draw  up 
an  instrument  purporting  to  be  an 
order,  but  which  is  bad  on  its  face, 
and  a  nullity,  another  petty  sessions 


may  hear  a  second  application  in 
the  same  matter  between  the  same 
parties,  and  make  a  valid  order  on 
the  putative  father,  who  is  liable  to 
be  indicted  for  disobeying  it.  Qikfre, 
per  Patteson  J.,  whether,  if  one 
Court  of  petty  sessions  dismiss  such 
application  after  hearing  it  on  the 
merits,  another  petty  sessions  can 
legally  entertain  a  second  application 
on  the  same  subject-matter  between 
the  same  parties,  and  grant  an  or- 
der?    ILy.Bridhy,  416 


OVERSEERS. 


1.  See  Embezzlement,  1 


2.  See  Embezzlement,  4. 


PARISH. 


See  Indictment,  22. 


PART. 


See  Note  to  Leonard's  Case,  306. 


PAWN. 


See  Note  to  Radlet*s  Case,  452. 


PERJURY. 

1 .  Prisoner  indicted  for  perjury  under 
Stat.  6  &  7  Wm.  4,  c.  86,  for  mak- 
ing false  statements  after  marriage 
to  the  officiating  clergyman  for  the 
purpose  of  having  such  false  state* 
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ments  hueried  in  the  marriage  re- 
gister book.  Held,  (!>  That  the 
indictment  was  supported  by  proof 
of  sach  statementa  haying  been 
made  before  marriage  to  the  clerk, 
in  the  absence  of  the  officiating 
clergyman,  and  by  the  clerk  then 
and  there  inserted  in  the  marriage 
register  book  ;  and  after  marriage 
having  been  averred  by  the  prisoner 
to  be  correct  (in  answer  to  a  ques- 
tion put  to  him  by  the  clergyman) ; 
the  prisoner's  purpose  then  being 
to  have  the  said  statements,  which 
had  already  been  entered  by  the 
clerk,  retained  in  the  register  book 
by  the  clergyman.  (2).  That  the 
marriage  book  need  not  be  shewn 
to  be  the  identical  book  directed  to 
be  furnished  by  the  Registrar  G^ 
neral  under  stat  6  &  7  fVm.  4, 
c.  86,  8.  30.    R.  V.  Brown^      291 

2.  See  Oath,  1. 


PERSON. 
See  Forgery,  9. 

PERSONAL. 
See  Note  to  Webb*s  Case,  345. 


PERSONATION. 


See  Indictment,  10. 


PIRACY. 
See  MuRDSB,  3. 


PLEA. 
See  R.  V.  Bond,  Note  (a),  522. 

POISON. 

1.  An  attempt  by  A.  to  administer 
poison  to  B,  through  the  agency  of 
C.  under  such  circumstances  that 
C.  would  have  been  the  sole  prin- 
cipal felon  (had  the  poison  been 
administered),  and  A.,  an  accessary 
before  the  fiict,  is  not  such  an 
attempt,  as  renders  A.  liable  to  be 
indicted  under  the  stat.  7  Wm.  4 
and  1  Viet,  c.  85,  s.  3.  R.  ▼. 
WaUafM  and  Rees,  39 

2.  An  administering  of  poison,  with 
intent  to  kill,  is  an  offence  within 
the  Stat  7  Wm.  4  and  1  Fict.  c  85, 
s.  2,  although  the  poison  is  admi- 
nistered in  such  a  manner  as  to 
render  it  highly  improbable  that  it 
will  prove  destructive.  R.  v.  Ck- 
deray,  514 

POOR'S  RATE. 
See  Embezzlement,  4. 

POSSESSION. 
See  Larceny,  10. 

PRACTICE. 

1.  See  Indictment,  19. 

2.  See  Larceny,  12,  (2). 

3.  See  Nuisance,  4. 

PRETENCE. 
See  Assault^  4. 
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PRINCIPAL. 


1.  See  Poison,  1. 

2.  See  Indictment,  3. 


PRINT. 


See  Note  to  Webb's  Case,  845. 


PRIVILEGED   COMMUNICA- 
TION. 

1.  See  Evidence,  9.  11.  13. 

2.  See  FoROERT,  11. 


PROCURATION. 
See  FoROXRT,  8. 

PROPERTY. 

1.  See  Indictment,  21. 

2.  See  Indictment,  27* 

3.  See  Embezzlement,  4. 

PROSECUTION. 
See  Time,  2. 

PROTECTION. 
See  Etidsmcs,  13. 

PUBLIC. 
See  Oath,  1. 


QU^RE. 

1.  See  Examination,  1,(4). 

2.  See  FoROSRT,  4,  (3). 

3.  See  Forgery,  11,  (2). 

4.  See  Indictment,  18,  (?)• 

5.  See  Indictment,  23. 

6.  See  Murder,  4. 

7.  See  Nuisance,  1,  (3). 

8.  See  Oath,  1 ,  (4). 

9.  See  Order  of  Justices,  2. 

10.  See  Threatening  Letter,  1. 

QUAKER. 
See  Warrant,  4. 

RAPE. 

1.  The  prisoner  was  indicted  nnder 
Stat,  9  Qeo*  4,  c.  31,  s.  17)  for  car- 
nally knowing  and  abusing  a  girl 
above  ten  and  below  twelve  years 
of  age  (a  misdemeanor).  There  was 
evidence  that  the  act  was  done  by 
force  and  against  her  will.  The 
jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty. 
Heldy  conviction  right.  22.  v.  Neale, 

36 

2.  Prisoner  gave  a  girl  of  thirteen 
years  of  age  liquor  for  the  purpose 
of  exciting  her ;  she  became  quite 
drank;  and  when  she  was  in  a 
state  of  insensibility  he  violated  her* 
Heldt  a  rape.    R,  v.  CampUn^     89 

3.  See  Assault,  2. 

4.  See  Assault,  4. 

RECEIPT. 

1.  See  FoROERT,  3. 

2.  An  instrument  professing  to  be  a 
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scrip  certificate  of  the  London  and 
South  Western  RaUtcay  Company^ 
is  not  a  receipt  and  acquittance,  nor 
a  receipt,  nor  an  undertaking  for  the 
payment  of  money  within  stat 
1 1  Geo.  4  and  I  Wm.  4,  c.  %(i.  R. 
V,  West,  258 

3.  See  Uttering,  2. 

4.  See  Acquittance,  2. 

RECEIVING. 

1.  See  Indictment,  20. 

2.  A,  and  B.  stole  some  fowls.  A, 
sent  them  hy  coach  in  a  hamper 
without  a  direction  to  Birmingham^ 
stating  that  a  person  would  call 
there  for  them.  C.  wife  of  A, 
called,  and  on  the  hamper  heing 
shewn  to  her,  claimed  it  It  was 
not  delivered  to  her,  and  she  was 
apprehended.  Held^  that  on  these 
facts  she  was  wrongly  convicted  of 
feloniously  receiving.     R,  v.  Hill^ 

453 

REFERENCE. 
See  Indictment,  18  (2). 

REGISTER. 

1.  See  Indictment,  2. 

2.  See  Perjury. 

REPUGNANCY. 
See  Indictment,  23. 

RESISTANCE. 
See  Assault,  4. 


REVERSION. 
See  Threatening  Letter,  1 . 

REWARD. 

I.  A,  was  indicted  under  stat.  7  &  8 
Oeo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  58,  for  feloniously 
taking  money  from  B,  on  account 
of  helping  B.  to  certain  goods  be- 
fore  that  time  stolen  firom  £.,  the 
said  A.  not  having  caused  the  thief 
to  be  apprehended  and  brought  to 
trial  for  the  same. 

The  jury  found  that  A,  knew  the 
thieves,  and  assisted  B.  as  her  agent, 
and  at  her  request,  in  endeavouring 
to  purchase  the  stolen  property  from 
them,  not  meaning  to  bring  the 
thieves  to  justice. 

They  also  found  that  he  did  not 
mean  to  screen  the  guilty  parties, 
or  to  share  the  money  with  them; 
also,  that  he  did  not  intend  to  as- 
sist the  thieves  in  getting  rid  of  the 
cheese  by  procuring  B,  to  buy  it. 

Hcld^  that  this  verdict  brought 
the  case  within  the  statute.  R,  v. 
Pascoe,  4.50 

ROBBERY. 
See  Assault,  I. 

RULES  OF  COURT. 
See  p.  ix. 

SACRILEGE. 

1 .  Prisoners  indicted  for  sacrilegiously 
breaking  into  a  church,  and  steal- 
ing a  box  and  money.  Held^  (l). 
That  the  box  (under  the  circum- 
stances) was  not  affixed  to  the 
*'  freehold,"  but  was  constmctiTely 
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in  the  possession  of  the  vicar  and 
churchwardens.  (2).  That  the  pro- 
perty was  rightly  laid  in  the  vicar 
and  others,  in  their  individual 
names.    R.  v.  Wortley  and  AUen^ 

162 

SAFETY. 
See  Note  to  Webb's  Case,  346. 

SALE. 

1.  See  Larceny,  13. 

2.  See  Warrant,  4. 

SAME. 

1.  See  Note  to  Leonard's  Case,  306. 

2.  See  R.  v.  Bond,  Note  (a),  522. 

SCIENTER. 
See  Indictment,  2. 

SCRIP. 
See  Receipt,  2. 

SECRETING. 
See  Larceny,  11. 

SEMBLE. 

1.  See  Evidence,  22. 

2.  See  Examination,  1,(2). 

3.  See  Indictment,  12,  (10). 

4.  Sec  Indictment,  29,  (2). 
vol.  i. 


SENDING. 


See  Evidence,  2. 


SERVANT. 


1.  See  Larceny,  2.  5.  12.  20,  21. 

2.  See  Embezzlement,  3. 

3.  See  Forgery,  10. 


SIGHT. 
See  Nuisance,  1. 


SIGNATURE. 


See  Examination,  1« 


SLAVE  TRADE. 
See  Murder,  3. 


SODOMY. 

1.  See  Evidence,  8. 

2.  Where  an  adult  and  a  boy  of  twelve 
years  of  age  commit  an  unnatural 
offence,  the  adult,  being  the  pathic, 
may  be  convicted.  R.  v.  Allen^  364 

SOLICITATION. 

See  Evidence,  8. 

SPECIAL  PLEA. 
See  Indictment,  12,  (10). 

X    X 
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SPECIES. 


See  Genus,  1. 


STATUTES. 
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28,  c  13,  s.  1, 
28,  c.  13,  8.  2, 


Page 

473, 474 

473,  474 

467,  468, 


469.  473,  474,  475 
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21,  c.  4,  474 

21,  c  32,  474 
Men,  8. 
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33,  c.  1,  557 
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1  &  2,  c.  10,  476 

EUz. 
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5.C.  14,  s.  1,  61 

5,  c.  14,  8.  2,  61 

18,  c.  3,  430 
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7,  c.  34,  8.  4,  529 

Geo.  I. 

1,  c.  6,  529 

9  (Black  Act),  c.  22,  159 

9,  c.  22,  s.  1 ,  63 
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7,  c.  22,  67 

9,  c.  35,  8.  10,  384 

13,  c.  3,  476 
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15  &  16,  c.  28,  s.  2,  61 

22,  c.  45,  476 

26,  c.  33,  434 
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30,  c.  24,  557 
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142 
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265 
247 
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Stat  53,  c.  127,  s.  7,       222,  223, 

229,  529 

Stat  55,  c.  137,  8.  1  175 

Stat.  55,  c.  184,  69 

Stat  59,  c.  12,  8.  7,  173 

Geo.  4. 

3,  c.  75,  s.  10,  434 

4,  c.  54,  s.  3,  30,  218 
4,0.76,8.11,  438 
4,  c.  76,  8.  14,         434,  435,  437, 
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4,  c.  76,  8.  21,  434 

4,  c  76,  8.  23,  434 
5,0.  83,8.  4,             341,  346,558 

5,  c.  1 13,  8.  4,  107,  134, 140, 150 
5,0.113,8.  11,  143 

6,  0.  50,  8.  47,         467,  469,  470, 

475 
6,  c.  50,  8.  62,  475 

6,  c.  125,  8.  81,  103 

7,  c.  46,  8.  4,  65,  69 
7,  c.  46,  sched.  A.,  66 
7,  c.  46,  8.  14,  66 
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Geo,  4 — continued.  Page 
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Private  act  Birmingham^  c.  67, 200, 
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c  86.  s.  33,  298 

c.  86,  8.  38,  270,  272 

c.  86,  8.  40,  295 

c.  86,  8.  41,  295 

7  fVm.4&l  Vict. 

c.  19, 

c.  36,  8.  26, 

c.  36,  s.  28, 

c.  36,  8.  40, 

c.  36,  8.  47, 

c.  85, 

c.  85,  8.  2, 

c.  85,  s.  3, 

c.  85,  8.  6, 

c  85,  8.  11, 

c.  89,  8.  2, 
Victorioy 

Stat.  1,  c.  85,  8.  5, 

8tat.  I,  c.  90,  8.  1,  2,  3, 

Stat.  2,  (^London  and  South 
West  Railway)  c  28, 
X  X  2 


602 

194.  365,  367 

188,  189 

191 

196 

184 

514,  515 

39 

516 

379 

380 


100 
63,64 

260 


638 
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Victoria — continued. 
Stat.  2  &  3,  c.  47,  8.  58, 
Stat.  2  &  3,  c.  82,8.  1, 
Stat  2  &  3,  c.  84, 
Stat.  2  &  3,  c.  85,  s.  1, 
Stat.  5  &  6,  c.  3, 
Stat.  5  &  6,  c.  122,  s.  32, 


Page. 
346 
402 
175 
429 
78 
461, 
463 
295 
84.85 
101 
102 
318 
471 


Stat.  6&  7,  c.  18,  s.  81, 
Stat.  6  &  7,  c.  85,  s.  I, 
Stat  7,  c.  2,  s.  1, 
Stat  7,  c.  2,  8.  2, 
Stat.  7  &  8,  c.  29,  s.  1, 
Stat  7  &  8,  c.  %Q,  8.  6, 
Stat  7  &  8,  c.  %Q,  8.  15,  467,  468, 

471.480 
Stat  7  &  8,  c.  66,  8. 16,  469, 475, 

476 
Stat  7  &  8,  c.  101,  8.  2,  429,  431 
Stat  7  &  8,  c.  101,  8.  3,  429,  431 
Stat  7  &  8,  Clio,  506,507 

Stat  8,  c  10,  429 

Stat  8  &  9,  c.  122,  130 

Stat  11  &  12,  c.  42,  8.  17,        538 
Stat  11  &  12,  c.  42,  8.  18,       517, 
518,  523,  539,  545,  547,  548 
Stat  11  &  12,  c.  46,  s.  2,  402 

Stat  11  &  12,  c.  46,  s.  3,  402,  414 
Stat  11  &  12,  c.  78,  333,  340, 

432,  565,  566 
8tat  11  &  12,  c.  78,  8.  1,  332,  334 
Stat  11  &  12,  c.  78,  8.  2,  332 

Stat  11  &  12,  c,  78,  8.  4,  374 

Stat  11  &  12,  c.  78,  s.  11,        529 


SUMMONS. 


See  Indictment,  12,  (0). 


SURPLUSAGE. 


See  Indictment,  12,  (3). 


SURROGATE. 
See  Oath,  1. 


TAKING. 


1.  See  R.  V.  Bond,  Note  (a),  522. 


TENDER  AGE. 


See  Indictment,  18. 


TENOR. 


See  Indictment,  12,  (8). 


THREAT. 


1.  See  Threatening  Letter,  3. 


2.  See  Examination,  1. 


THREATENING  LETTER. 

1.  Indictment  for  sending  a  threaten- 
ing letter  under  stac.  4  Geo.  4, 
c.  54,  s.  3.  First  Count,  charged 
G.  with  sending  to  72.,  and  threat- 
ening to  burn  R.*s  houses.  It  was 
proved  that  R.  had  only  a  rever- 
sionary interest  in  the  said  houses. 
Quare,  whether  G.  could  be  con- 
victed on  that  count 

Second  Count,  charged  G.  with 
sending  to  B.,  and  threatening  to 
bum  the  said  houses,  laying  them 
as  the  property  of  B.  the  tenant 
It  was  proved  that  G.  dropped  the 
letter  in  a  public  road,  near  R.*s 
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house,  that  A,  found  it,  and  gave 
it  to  //.,  who  opened  it,  read  it,  and 
gave  it  to  J?.,  who  shewed  it  hoth 
to  B*  and  R.  Held,  that  this  was 
a  sending  within  the  statute.  R. 
V.  Orimtvadey  30 

2.  Indictment  charged  the  prisoner 
with  sending  a  threatening  letter  to 
A. ;  the  threat  therein  averred  be- 
ing to  bum  the  house  of  B.  Held^ 
bad.     R*  V.  JoneSf  218 

3.  (1  )•  A  letter  sent  to  A,  stating  that 
the  writer  knows  that  persons,  with 
whom  he  is  in  some  way  connected, 
intend  to  burn  the  premises  of  A.y 
and  that  the  writer  can  avert  the 
catastrophe,  if  A.  will  give  him  a 
sum  of  money,  but  not  otherwise, 
is  a  threatening  letter  within  stat. 
7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c  29,  s.  8. 

(2).  The  rule,  that  a  threat  is 
not  of  a  criminal  character,  unless 
it  be  such  as  may  overcome  the 
ordinary  free  will  of  a  firm  man, 
has  reference  to  the  general  nature 
of  the  evil  threatened,  and  not  to 
the  probable  effect  of  the  threat  on 
the  mind  of  the  particular  party 
addressed.     R.  v.  Smithy  510 


TIME. 

1.  See  Embezzlement,  2. 

2.  Offence  of  night  poaching  com- 
mitted by  A,  and  B.  on  4th  De- 
cembefy  1845.  Information  and 
warrant  for  their  apprehension,  19th 
December^  1845.  A.  committed  for 
trial  5th  September,  1 846.  B.  on 
21st  October,  1846.  Indictment 
preferred  5th  April,  1847.  Heldy 
under  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  s.  4, 


that  the  prosecution  was  com- 
menced within  twelve  calendar 
months  after  the  commission  of  the 
offence.     R.  v.  Brooks  and  Gibson, 

217 

3.  See  Indictment,  12,  (5). 


TRANSITORY. 


See  Note  to  Webb's  Case,  845. 


TRESPASS. 


See  Indictment,  12,  (10). 


TRIAL. 


See  False  Peetences,  6. 


UNCERTAINTY. 


See  Indictment,  2. 


UNDERTAKING. 


See  Forgery,  6. 


UTTERING. 

1.  See  Forgery,  3.  6. 

2.  Prisoner,  servant  of  A,,  applies  to 
B,  for  payment  of  17^.  due  from  B. 
to  A.  B.  refuses  to  pay  it  without 
A.*s  receipt     Prisoner  goes  away 


640 
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and  retoms  with  this  document 
(see  text) ;  whereupon  B»  pays  the 
debL 

Heldf  a  question  for  the  jury 
whether  the  prisoner  tendered  the 
receipt  as  the  handwriting  of  A., 
which  would  make  him  liable  on 
this  indictment ;  or  as  his  own, 
which  would  make  his  act  a  false 
pretence.     IL  t.  Inder,  825 


VARIANCE. 


1.  See  Imdictment,  8. 

2.  See  FoROBRT,  10,  (2). 


VENUE. 


1.  See  Indictment,  19. 

2.  See  False  Pretences,  6,  (2). 


VERDICT. 

1.  "  Not  guilty  of  stealing  the  watch, 
but  guilty  of  keeping  possession  of 
it  in  the  hope  of  reward  from  the 
time  he  first  had  the  watch,"  is  a 
verdict  of  acquittal.     R.  t.  York, 

885 

2.  See  Indictment,  18. 
8.  See  Larceny,  (7). 
4.  See  Reward,  1. 


VIEW. 


See  Nuisance,  1. 


WARRANT. 

1.  The  fbUowing  forged  instroment 
keldf  under  the  circumstances,  to  be 
a  warrant  or  order  for  the  pa3rment 
of  money,  ''Mr.  Martin  will  be 
pleased  to  send  by  the  bearer  10^ 
on  Mr.  Hodge*9  account,  as  Mr. 
Hodge  is  yery  bad  in  bed,  and  can- 
not come  himself,  (signed)  Martin 
Ralfe,  foreman,  Si^AuiteU  foundry." 
R.  T.  Vivian.  35 

2.  The  foUowing  forged  document 
held  to  be  properly  described  in  the 
indictment  as  a  warrant.  '*To 
Molineux  ^  Co.  Pay  to  my  or- 
der two  months  after  date,  to  Mr. 
John  Smiih,  the  sum  of  80i.,  and 
deduct  the  same  out  of  my  account." 
There  was  no  signature.  Across 
the  document  was  written,  '*  ac- 
cepted, Luke  Lade,'*  It  was  in- 
dorsed **  John  Smith,  fisurmer,  HaH- 
eham,  Suisex.*'    R.  v.  Smiih,      79 

8.  See  Indictment,  12,  (6,  7). 

4.  It  is  no  objection  to  a  Justices' 
warrant  under  stat.  58  Geo.  8,  c. 
127,  88.  6,  7,  against  a  person 
other  than  a  Quaker,  for  the  levy- 
ing of  a  church-rate  by  distress  and 
sale  of  his  goods,  that  it  authorizes 
such  sale  to  be  mtLde  forthwith  after 
the  distress.  R.  y.  WiUiams,      529 


WHOLE. 


See  Note  to  Leonard's  Case,  306. 


WIFE. 
See  Larceny,  19. 
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WILFUL. 


See  M18CUIEF9  1. 


WILFULLY. 


See  Indictmbnt,  10. 


WOUNDING. 

1.  Prisoner  was  convicted  under  stat. 
7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  16,  of 
'*  unlawfully,  maliciously  and  felo- 
niously  wounding  a  mare."  Con- 
viction held  right.  Quaere :  whether 
on  the  ground  that  by  «.  25  of  the 
above  statute,    proof  of  general 


malice  is  still  sufficient  to  consti" 
tute  the  offence,  notwithstanding 
Stat  1  VicU  c  90,  ss.  1,  2,  3,  or 
that>  it  not  appearing  against  whom 
or  what  the  malice  was  conceived, 
malice  against  the  owner  or  sap- 
posed  owner  would  be  presumed. 
(See  2  East,  PI.  C.  1074).  R.  y. 
Tivey,  63 

(See  Addenda,  p.  zviii.) 
2.  See  Murder,  4. 


WRIT  OF  ERROR. 


See  Jurisdiction,  5« 


THE    END. 


LOWDUN: 
t-M^TKO  BY   RATBTKR  AND  flODOR*. 

loSf  Fetter  Lane,  Fleet  Street. 


^ 


